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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
OFFICE OF THE INSPECTOR GENERAL FOR AUDITS 

WESTERN DIVISION 
75 HAWTHORNE STREET 

19TH FLOOR, MAIL CODE 1-1 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105-3901 

March 20, 1991 
SUBJECT: 

FROM: 

Audit Report No. P5CG*8-10-0076-1100146 
Audit of CERCLA Cooperative Agreement V-000282-01 
Awarded to the Washington Department of Ecology 
Olymoia, WA^ 
Truman R. Beeler Jru 
Divisional Inspector General for Audits 
Western Audit Division 

TO: Dana Rasmussen 
Regional Administrator 
EPA Region 10 

SCOPE AND OBJECTIVES 
An audit was performed of cooperative agreement V-000282-01 
between the Washington State Department of Ecology (WDOE) and EPA 
Region 10 (R-10). The cooperative agreement was for a remedial 
investigation and feasibility study at the Colbert Landfill. 
The objectives of the audit were to determine: 

a) the reasonableness, allocability and allowability of the 
costs claimed under the cooperative agreement; 

b) WDOE's compliance with provisions of the cooperative 
agreement and applicable laws and regulations; and 

c) the adequacy, effectiveness and reliability of the 
procurement, accounting and management controls 
exercised by WDOE in administering it's cooperative 
agreement. 

The audit was performed by the firm of Conrad and Associates 
(Conrad), Certified Public Accountants. Their report states that 
the audit was conducted in accordance with Generally Accepted 
Government Auditing Standards issued by the Comptroller General 
of the United States. The audit field work was conducted between 
June 11, 1990 and July 13, 1990. 
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Audit Report NO. P5CG*8-10-0076-1100l46 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 

In our opinion, the costs detailed below and in the attached 
Conrad report fairly present the financial information in 
accordance with the financial provisions and special conditions 
of the cooperative agreement. 

Per Audit 
Costs 
Bsdsssd 
(Note 1) 

Total <1.937.263 

Federal Share H4ĝ 34 

Less: Payments Made Through 

Balance Due EPA 

Note 1 

a) Costs reviewed under cooperative agreement V^000282-0l 
represent the costs claimed by WDOE on the final financial 
status report for the period from May 1, 1984 to September 
30, 1987. 

Note 2 

a) Ineligible costs of $32,696 consist of: 

i) Costs claimed of $32,110 for a cost^-plus^percentage-of-
cost work assignment awarded by WDOE. Cost-plus-
percentage-of-cost type agreements are unallowable 
under 40 CFR 33.285. 

ii) Indirect costs of $586 because WDOE did not adjust 
their 1985 indirect cost rate to reflect the final 
negotiated rate. OMB Circular A-87 limits indirect 
costs to amounts allowed per the negotiated rates. 

b) Unsupported costs of $760,389 consist of: 

i) Contractual services of $692#093 because WDOE did not 
obtain EPA approval prior to awarding the contracts. 
Prior approval was required since WDOE certified that 
their procurement system did not meet the requirements 
of 40 CFR Part 33. 

Costs 
Accepted Ineligible Unsupported 

<1.144.178 <32.696 <760.389 Note 2 

* <320.370 <9,155 <212.909 

9/30/87 <542.434 

<222.064 
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Audit Report No. P5CG*8-10-0076-1100146 

ii) Personnel services costs of $40,259 because WDOE did 
not have established procedures to ensure that holiday, 
sick and annual leave charges are equitably allocated 
to cost objectives per OMB circular A-87. since WDOE 
could not determine which portion of personnel service 
costs were attributable to compensated leave, the 
entire amount of personnel service costs is questioned 
as unsupported. 

iii) Indirect costs of $18,611 since these costs were 
determined based upon application of the indirect cost 
rate to the questioned direct labor costs. 

iv) Fringe benefits costs of $9,226 since these costs were 
determined based upon application of a percentage to 
the questioned* direct labor costs. 

v) Travel costs of $200 for which WDOE could not provide 
supporting documentation. 

1. Inadequate Procurement Procedures 

WDOE does hot have established procedures to ensure that 
procurements are made in accordance with 40 CFR Part 33. WDOE 
certified that their procurement system did not meet the 
requirements of 40 CFR Part 33 and, therefore, agreed to allow 
prior review and approval by EPA of any procurement actions. 
However, WDOE failed to obtain EPA approval prior to the awarding 
of a contract under the cooperative agreement. In addition; 

a. Cost and price analysis were not performed as required 
by 40 CFR 33.290. 

b. A cost^plus-percentage-of-cost work assignment was 
awarded, which is unallowable under 40 CFR 33.285. 

c. Written justification for the type of subagreement was 
not contained in the procurement files as required by 
40 CFR 33.250(a)(4). 

2. Labor Distribution System Weaknesses 

WDOE does not have established procedures to ensure that holiday, 
sick and annual leave costs are equitably allocated to cost 
objectives in accordance with OMB Circular A-87. Leave costs are 
allocated based upon the judgement of the supervisor, usually 
depending upon which project the employee has worked on during 
the last month or two. Therefore, there can be no assurance that 
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Audit Report No. P5CG*8-10»0076-1100146 

these costs are equitably allocated because the leave may have 
been earned while the employee was working on several cost 
objectives. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

We recommend that the Regional Administrator: 
A) Advise WDOE that the costs questioned of $793,085 are 

disallowed for federal participation. 
B) Obtain recovery of the $222,064 of Federal funds paid 

in excess of the amount accepted in this report. 

C) Require WDOE tb establish procedures to ensure that: 

1) Procurements are made in accordance with the 
requirements of 40 CFR Part 33. 

2) Leave costs are allocated in accordance with OMB 
Circular A-^87. 

WDOE COMMENTS 
An exit conference was held with WDOE on July 13, 1990 to present 
the findings and recommendations in the report. WDOE provided a 
written response to the audit report in a letter dated February 
5, 1991. 
WDOE did not agree with the findings concerning procurement of 
contracts or allocation of leave costs. WDOE did agree with the 
findings concerning the adjustment of the indirect cost rate and 
the unsupported travel costs. A summary of WDOE's response along 
with auditors comments are included in the Conrad report. The 
complete WDOE response is included as an attachment. 

ACTION REQUIRED 

In accordance with EPA Order 2750, the action official is 
required to provide this office with a copy of the proposed 
determination on the above recommendations within ninety (90) 
days of the audit report date. 
The Office of the Inspector General has no objection to the 
release of this report at the discretion of the responsible 
program official. 
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Please refer to the audit report number on all related 
correspondence. If you have any questions concerning this 
report, please contact Allen Grand at FTS 484-2445. 
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mCONRAD ASSOCIATES 
A PARTNERSHIP INCLUDING PROFESSIONAL CORPORATIONS 

CERTIFIED PUBLIC ACCOUNTANTS 
1100 MAIN STREET. SUITE C 

IRVINE. CALIFORNIA 92714 
(714) 474-2020 

Nr. Truman R. Beeler 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
Divisional Inspector General for Audit 
Western Division 
211 Main Street, Suite 220 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

SCOPE AND OBJECTIVES 

We have performed a financial and compliance audit of the State of Washington, 
Department of Ecology (WD0E) cooperative agreement V000282-01 with the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) under the Comprehensive Environmental 
Response, Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980. The primary objectives of 
our audit were: 

1. To determine the reasonableness, allocability, and allowability of 
the costs claimed under the cooperative agreement; 

2. To ascertain WDOE's compliance with provisions of the cooperative 
agreement and applicable EPA regulations and instructions; and 

3. To determine the adequacy, effectiveness and reliability of 
procurement, accounting and management controls exercised by WD0E 
in administering its cooperative agreement. 

Specifically, a final audit of cooperative agreement number V000282-01 was 
performed for the period May 1, 1984 through September 30, 1987. The field work 
was performed from June 11, 1990 to July 13, 1990. 

Our audit was performed in accordance with generally accepted auditing standards 
and the financial and compliance provisions contained in the Government Auditing 
Standards Issued by the Comptroller General of the United States. Accordingly, 
the audit included such tests of the accounting records and such other auditing 
procedures as we considered necessary In the circumstances. 
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WASHINGTON DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY 
•* 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 

Financial Results of Audit 

In our opinion, $1,144,178 of the $1,937,263 claimed by WDOE was acceptable in 
accordance with the provisions of the cooperative agreement. The results of 
audit are summarized below and detailed in Exhibit A. 

Costs 
Revlewed(a) 

Costs 
Acceoted(b) 

Per Audit-
Questioned Costs (bl 

Ineligible Unsupported 

Total costs $1.937.263 $1.144,178 $32-696 $760.389 

Federal share $ 6 4 2 , 4 3 4  $ 3 2 0 . 3 7 0  $  9 . 1 5 5  $212.909 

Note (a) - Costs reviewed were for CA number V000282-01 from the final Financial 
Status Report (FSR) for the period May 1, 1984 to September 30, 1987. 

Note (b) - Accepted costs represent costs audited which are considered allowable 
by the auditor without qualification. Ineligible costs represent 
questioned costs that are considered by the auditor to be unallowable 
under the provisions of applicable laws, regulations, policies, or 
program guidelines. Unsupported costs represent questioned costs 
which cannot be accepted without additional information or 
evaluations and approvals by responsible Agency program officials. 

We recommend that the Regional Administrator, Region 10: 

1. Advise WDOE that the costs questioned of $793,085 are disallowed for 
Federal participation. 

2. Obtain recovery of $222,064 of Federal funds paid in excess of the 
amounts accepted in this report. 

1. WDOE'a Contracts Awarded Were Not Reviewed and Approved bv EPA 

WDOE did not obtain EPA approval of contracts and related work assignments 
funded under EPA cooperative agreements. EPA review and approval was 
required, because WDOE certified that the procurement system did not meet 
the standards set forth in 40 CFR Part 33. WDOE did not meet all of the EPA 
procurement requirements when awarding the contract and work assignments to 
Golder & Associates. In addition, work assignment #1 awarded to Golder & 
Associates was a cost-plus-percentage-of-cost reimbursement type agreement 
which is an ineligible contract type. The failure to meet EPA procurement 
requirements would have been identified and corrected before the agreements 
were awarded, if EPA was provided the opportunity to review and approve the 
procurement documents prior to their award. We are questioning as Ineligible 
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WASHINGTON DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS. (CONTINUED^ 

Financial Results of Auditr (Continued) 

$32,110 of costs claimed for work assignment #1. Since WDOE did not obtain 
EPA approval of the contracts, the remaining $692,093 of contractual 
services costs claimed are questioned as unsupported. 

Recommendation 

We recommend that Regional Administrator, Region 10: 

1. Obtain recovery of the costs questioned as a result of the 
deficiencies in WDOE's procurement system. 

2. Require all procurement actions initiated by WDOE be reviewed 
and approved by EPA officialsj 

3. Require that WDOE provide data demonstrating that the costs 
questioned as unsupported were reasonable in relation to the 
services rendered; and 

4. Direct WDOE to Initiate improvements to its procurement system 
to meet the requirements of 40 CFR Part 33 and the special 
conditions of the cooperative agreements. These improvements 
should include, as a minimum: 

a) incorporate all 40 CFR Part 33 requirements into its written 
procedures manual; 

b) Initiate a review process and develop a checklist to ensure 
compliance with the EPA procurement regulations; and 

c) Establish a centralized contract file for each contract 
which contains documentation relative to the contract 
procurement. 

2. Labor Distribution Weaknesses Were Identified 

WDOE's method of charging sick and annual leave did not equitably allocate 
the costs among cost objectives. No standard procedures were established to 
ensure that compensated leave was equitably allocated as required by 0MB 
Circular A-87. As a result, annual and sick leave costs were directly 
charged to the cooperative agreement. WDOE was unable to identify which of 
the labor costs claimed were related to compensated absences. Therefore, 
total personnel services costs are questioned. 

Recommendation 

We recommend that the Regional Administrator* Region 10 require WDOE to: 

1. Establish procedures to equitably allocate compensated leave 
costs in accordance With 0MB Circular A-87; and 
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WASHINGTON DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS. (CONTINUED) 

Financial Results of Audit. (Continued^ 

2. Determine the amount of leave cost claimed under the cooperative 
agreement and eliminate the amount from costs claimed. 

Grantee Comments 

An exit conference was held with the WDOE management and their representatives 
on July 13, 1990 to present our findings and recommendations and to ensure a 
clear understanding of our report. At this conference, WDOE discussed its 
position relative to our findings and recommendations. In addition, WDOE 
provided us formal written comments on our draft report in a letter dated 
February 5, 1991. To provide a balanced understanding of the issues, we have 
summarized the WDOE's position at appropriate locations in the report and 
provided their verbatim comments at Appendix 1. 

Action Required 

In accordance with EPA Order 2750, the Action Official is required to provide 
this office with a copy of the proposed determination on the findings within 
ninety (90) days of the audit report date. 
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WASHINGTON DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY 

BACKGROUND 

On December 11, 1980, Public Lav 96-510, the Comprehensive Environmental 
Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) was enacted by Congress. 
CERCLA, commonly known as the "Superfund" lav, Was passed to provide the needed 
general authority and to establish a Trust Fund for Federal and state 
governments to respond directly to any problems at uncontrolled hazardous waste 
disposal sites, not only in emergency situations, but also at sites where longer 
term permanent remedies are required. CERCLA Was established to fill the gap in 
the national system to protect public health and the environment from the 
release, or threatened release, from any source, including abandoned hazardous 
waste sites, into any part of the environment. 

The blueprint for the Superfund program under CERCLA is the National Contingency 
Plan (NCP), first published in 1968 as part of the Federal water pollution 
control plan. The NCP lays out three types of responses for incidents involving 
hazardous wastes which require immediate removal, planned removal, and remedial 
response. The first two types of responses were modifications of the earlier 
program under the Clean Water Act. However, remedial response is a new type of 
response intended to deal with the longer term problem of abandoned or. 
uncontrolled sites. 

CERCLA requires the establishment of a National Priorities List (NPL) of 
hazardous waste sites for remedial action. In October 1981, EPA compiled an 
interim priorities list of 115 hazardous waste sites. The sites were nominated 
by the EPA Regional Offices and the states, primarily on the basis of potential 
threat to the public health; the threat to the environment was also considered. 
In September 1983, EPA published the first NPL of 406 sites. 

Washington Department of Ecology (WDOE) was responsible for overseeing the clean 
up effort at Colbert Landfill. The Colbert Landfill is a closed 40 acre 
sanitary landfill located 15 miles north of Spokane, Washington. Colbert 
Landfill was operated by the Spokane County Utilities Department from 1968 
through 1986. When operational, the landfill received chemical solvents for 
disposal from Key Tronic Corporation & Fairchild Air Force Base. 

In 1980, nearby residents complained of hazardous waste being disposed of at the 
Colbert Landfill to the Eastern Regional Office of the Washington Department of 
Ecology. A preliminary investigation by state and local officials found that 
some of the nearby private wells were contaminated with Trichorathane. In June, 
1984, an initial remedial measure (IRM) was developed to extend the public water 
supply mains to affected residents. 

The WDOE was awarded a cooperative agreement (CA) for a remedial investigation 
and feasibility study of the landfill. This agreement, CA No. V000282-01 was 
awarded on May 1, 1984 in the amount of $194,000. The project and budget 
periods for the award Were May 1, 1984 to February 28, 1985. There were nine 
amendments to the CA which increased the total award amount to $1,937,263, and 
extended the project and budget periods to September 30, 1987. 
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^ASSOCIATES CONRAD CERTIFIED PUBLIC ACCOUNTANTS 

A PARTNERSHIP INCLUDING PROFESSIONAL CORPORATIONS 

1100 MAIN STREET. SUITE C 
IRVINE, CALIFORNIA 92714 

(714) 474-2020 

Mr. Truman R, Beeler 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
Divisional Inspector General for Audit 
Western Division 
211 Main Street, Suite 220 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

We have audited the accompanying Schedule of Costs Reviewed, Accepted and 
Questioned of Washington Department of Ecology (WD0E) for cooperative agreement 
V000282-01 for the audit period May 1, 1984 through September 30, 1987, awarded 
by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. This schedule is the 
responsibility of WDOE's management. Our responsibility is to express an 
opinion on the schedule. 

We conducted our audit in accordance with generally accepted auditing standards 
and standards for financially related audits contained in the Government 
Auditing Standards issued by the Comptroller General of the United States and as 
set forth in the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency's BAG-3—CERCt.A 
Cooperative Agreements audit guide, dated August 1985. Those standards require 
that We plan and perform the audit to obtain reasonable assurance about whether 
the accompanying schedule is free of material misstatement. An audit includes 
assessing the accounting principles used and significant estimates made by 
management, as well as evaluating the overall presentation of the schedule. We 
believe that our audit provides a reasonable basis for our opinion. 

Our audit disclosed certain costs which have been questioned as to their 
allowability or support under the EPA criteria described above. These 
questioned costs are described in more detail in notes 2 through 8 to the 
accompanying schedule. 

In our opinion, except for the questioned costs described in notes 2 through 8 
to the accompanying schedule, the accompanying schedule presents fairly, in all 
material respects, the allowable costs for the cooperative agreement, in 
conformity with the criteria established in Federal regulations. 

This report is intended for the information of the U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency and WD0E and should not be used for any other purpose. This restriction 
is not intended to limit the distribution of this report, which is a matter of 
public record. 

INDEPENDENT AUDITOR'S REPORT ON SCHEDULE OF COSTS 

July 13, 1990 
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o CONRAD ASSOCIATES 
A AARtNCRSHIP INCLUDING PROFESSIONAL CORPORATIONS 

CERTIFIED PUBLIC ACCOUNTANTS 
1100 MAIN STREET."SlHTE C 

IRVINE, CALIFORNIA 92714 
(714) 474-2020 

Mr. Truman R. Beeler 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
Divisional Inspector General for Audit 
Western Division 
211 Main Street, Suite 220 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

INDEPENDENT AUDITOR'S REPORT ON INTERNAL CONTROL STRUCTURE 

We have audited the accompanying Schedule of Costs Reviewed, Accepted, and 
Questioned of Washington Department of Ecology (WD0E) for cooperative agreement 
V000282-01 for the audit period May 1, 1984 through September 30, 1987, awarded 
by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency and have issued our report thereon 
dated July 13, 1990. 

We conducted our audit in accordance with generally accepted auditing standards 
and standards for financially related audits contained in the Government 
Auditina Standards issued by the Comptroller General of the United States. 
Those standards require that we plan and perform the audit to obtain reasonable 
assurance about whether the schedule is free of material misstatement. 

In planning and performing our audit of the accompanying schedule, we considered 
its internal control structure in order to determine our auditing procedures for 
the purpose of expressing our opinion on the schedule and not to provide 
assurance on the internal control structure. 

The management of WD0E is responsible for developing and maintaining internal 
control structure used in administering Federal financial assistance programs. 
In fulfilling this responsibility, estimates and judgments by management are 
required to assess the expected benefits and related costs of the control 
procedures. The objectives of an internal control structure are to provide 
management with reasonable, but not absolute assurance that the expenditures 
claimed under Federal financial assistance programs are in accordance with 
Federal cost principles. Because of inherent limitations in any internal 
control structure, errors or Irregularities may nevertheless occur and not be 
detected. Also, projection of any evaluation of the structure to future periods 
is subject to the risk that procedures may become inadequate because of changes 
in conditions or that the effectiveness of the design and operation of policies 
and procedures may deteriorate. 
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Nr. Truman R. Beeler 
Divisional Inspector General for Audit 
Page Two 

For the purposes of this report, we have classified the significant internal 
control structure in the following categories: 

- Cash disbursements 
® Payroll 
- Financial reporting system 
- Contractor procurement system 
- Contractor performance and billing 

For all of the internal control structure categories listed above, we obtained 
an understanding of the design of relevant policies and procedures and whether 
they have been placed in operation, and we assessed control risk. 

Our consideration of the internal control structure would not necessarily 
disclose all matters In the internal control structure that might be material 
weaknesses under the standards established by the American Institute of 
Certified Public Accountants. A material weakness is a reportable condition in 
which the design or operation of one or more of the specific internal control 
structure elements does not reduce to a relatively low level the risk that 
errors or irregularities in amounts that would be material in relation to the 
accompanying schedule being audited may occur and not be detected within a 
timely period by employees in the normal course of performing their assigned 
functions. We noted no matters involving the internal control structure and its 
operation that We consider to be material weaknesses as defined above. 

However, we noted certain matters involving the internal control structure and 
its operation. These are detailed in the Findings and Recommendations section 
of our report. 

This report is intended solely for the use of the U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency and WDOE and should not be used for any other purpose. This restriction 
is not intended to limit the distribution of this report, which is a matter of 
public record. 

July 13, 1990 
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m CONRAD ASSOCIATES 
A RMtTNEftSHIP INCLUOlNG PROFESSIONAL CORPORATIONS 

CERTIFIED PUBLIC ACCOUNTANTS 
1100 MAIN STREET. SUITE C 

IRVINE. CALIFORNIA 927H 
(714) 474-2020 

Mr. Truman R. Beeler 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
Divisional Inspector General for Audit 
Western Division 
211 Main Street, Suite 220 
San Francisco, CA 9A105 

INDEPENDENT AUDITOR'S REPORT ON COMPLIANCE 

We have audited the accompanying Schedule of Costs Reviewed, Accepted, and 
Questioned of Washington Department of Ecology (WD0E) for cooperative agreement 
V000282-01 for the audit period May 1, 1984 through September 30, 1987, awarded 
by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, and have Issued our report thereon 
dated July 13, 1990. 

We conducted our audit in accordance with generally accepted auditing standards 
and standards for financially related audits contained in the Governmental 
Auditing Standards issued by the Comptroller General of the United States. 
Those standards require that we plan and perform the audit to obtain reasonable 
assurance about whether the accompanying schedule is free of material 
misstatement. 

The management of WD0E is responsible for its compliance with laws and 
regulations applicable with the cooperative agreements awarded by EPA. In 
connection with the audit referred to above, we selected and tested transactions 
and records to determine WDOE's compliance with certain provisions of laws, 
regulations, and special conditions to the cooperative agreements, noncompliance 
with which could have a material effect on the schedule referred to above. 
However, it should be noted that our objective was not to provide an opinion on 
overall compliance with such provisions. 

Material Instances of noncompliance are failures to follow requirements, or 
violations of prohibitions, contained in laws, regulations and cooperative 
agreement special conditions, that cause us to conclude that the aggregation of 
misstatement resulting from those failures or violations are material to the 
financial statements. The results of our tests of compliance disclosed the 
following material instances of noncompliance, the effects of which have been 
reflected in the program statements. 

WDOE's contract procurement system did not meet the requirements of 
EPA procurement regulations. 
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Nr. Truman R. Beeler 
Divisional Inspector General for Audit 
Page Two 

This condition is described in detail in the Findings and Recommendations 
section of our report. 

We considered this material instance of noncompliance in forming our opinion on 
whether the accompanying schedule is presented fairly, in all material respects, 
in conformity with Federal regulations. This report does not affect our report 
dated July 13, 1990 on that schedule. 

Except as described above, the results of our tests of compliance indicate that, 
with respect to the items tested, WDOE complied, in all material respects, with 
the provisions referred to in the third paragraph of this report, and with 
respect to items not tested, nothing came to our attention that caused us to 
believe that WDOE had not complied, in all material respects, with those 
provisions. 

We also noted certain immaterial instances of noncompliance that we have 
detailed in the Findings and Recommendations section of our report. 

This report is intended for the use of the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
and WDOE and should not be used for any other purpose. This restriction is not 
intended to limit the distribution of this report, which is a matter of public 
record. 

July 13, 1990 
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WASHINGTON DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY 

FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

1. Contracts Awarded Were Not Reviewed and Approved bv EPA 

WDOE did not obtain EPA approval of the contract and related Work 
assignments funded under EPA cooperative agreements. EPA review and 
approval was required, because WDOE certified that its procurement system 
did not meet the standards set forth in 40 CFR Part 33. WDOE did not meet 
all Of the EPA procurement requirements when awarding the contract and work 
assignments to their contractor, Golder & Associates. In addition, work 
assignment #1 awarded to Golder & Associates was a cost-plus-percentage-of-
cost reimbursement type agreement which is an Ineligible contract type. The 
failure to meet EPA procurement requirements would have been identified and 
corrected before the agreements were awarded, If EPA was provided the 
opportunity to review and approve the procurement documents prior to their 
award. We are questioning as Ineligible $32,110 of costs claimed for work 
assignment #1. Since WDOE did not obtain EPA approval of the contracts, the 
remaining $692,093 of contractual services costs claimed are questioned as 
unsupported. 

Each recipient of EPA assistance agreements is required by 40 CFR 33.110 to 
evaluate its own procurement system and determine whether its system meets 
the applicable parts of 40 CFR Part 33. After evaluating its system the 
recipient is required to complete the "Procurement System Certification" 
(EPA Form 5700-48) to certify that its system meets the intent of the 
requirements or that its current system does not meet the intent of the 
requirements. If the recipient's system does not meet the procurement 
requirements, then the recipient also must certify that it will follow the 
requirements of 40 CFR Part 33 and allow EPA preaward review of proposed 
procurement actions that will use EPA funds. 40 CFR Part 33, Appendix A, 
"Procedural Requirements for Recipients Who Do Not Certify Their Procurement 
System, or for Recipients Who Have Their Procurement Certifications Revoked 
by EPA", details the procedural process that recipients must follow if their 
system does not meet the EPA procurement requirements. 

WDOE submitted EPA Form 5700-48 with its application for Federal assistance 
when applying for this cooperative agreement. The certification stated that 
WDOE did not certify that its procurement system will meet all the 
requirements of 40 CFR Part 33 and, therefore, agreed to follow the 
requirements of the regulations with EPA review and preaward approval of 
proposed procurement actions that will use EPA funds. 

However, WDOE did not follow all the requirements of 40 CFR Part 33, nor did 
it provide EPA with the opportunity to review and approve proposed 
procurement actions. WDOE did not meet the following procurement 
requirements: 

1. Cost and price analyses were not performed on the contract, work 
assignments, and amendments to work assignments in excess of 
$10,000 as required by 40 CFR 33.290. 
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WASHINGTON DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY 

FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Contracts Awarded Were Not Reviewed and Approved bv EPA. (Continual 

2. A cost-plus-percentage-of-cost reimbursement type agreement was 
awarded for work assignment #1, This contract type is not 
allowable under 40 CFR 33.285. 

3. Written justification for the type of subagreement was not 
maintained in the procurement files as required by 40 CFR 
33.250(a)(4). 

If EPA had been provided the opportunity to review and approve procurement 
documents prior to the^ award of the agreements, the missing procurement 
steps and illegal agreement type would have been identified and corrected. 

Since work assignment #1 was an illegal contract type, the $32,110 claimed 
for the work assignment is questioned as ineligible. Since WDOE cost and 
price analyses were not performed, WDDE could not demonstrate that the 
agreement amounts were reasonable and necessary. Therefore, the remaining 
$692,093 of contractual service costs claimed are questioned as unsupported. 

Rer.ommpndation 

We recommend that the Regional Administrator, Region 10: 

1. Obtain recovery of the costs questioned as a result of the 
deficiencies in WDOE's procurement system. 

2. Require all procurement actions initiated by WDOE be reviewed and 
approved by EPA officials; 

3. Require that WDOE provide data demonstrating that the costs 
questioned as unsupported were reasonable in relation to the 
services rendered; and 

4. Direct WDOE to Initiate improvements to its procurement system to 
meet the requirements of 40 CFR Part 33 and the special 
conditions of the cooperative agreements. These improvements 
should include, as a minimum: 

(a) Incorporate all 40 CFR Part 33 requirements into its written 
procedures manual; 

(b) Initiate a review process and develop a checklist to ensure 
compliance with the EPA procurement regulations; and 

(c) Establish a centralized contract file for each contract 
which contains documentation relative to the contract 
procurement. 

-12= 



WASHINGTON DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY 

FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

1. Contracts Awarded Were Not Reviewed and Approved bv EPAr (Continued^ 

WDOE's Comments on Finding 

WDOE's response is summarized below and included verbatim at Appendix 1. 

WDOE enclosed a memorandum Report on Management Assistance (RMA) (see 
Exhibit la in Appendix 1) which summarized the results of EPA Regional 
Office review of Ecology's policies and procedures on the management of 
Superfund Cooperative Agreement. Although the RMA had identified a number 
of procurement weaknesses, the overall review was positive. In addition, 
WDOE enclosed a memorandum regarding the selection of consultants for 
performance of remedial activities at uncontrolled hazardous substance sites 
(see Exhibit 2 in Appendix 1) which provided an explanation of the 
procedures Ecology followed in procurement of architectural and engineering 
services. 

Our Evaluation of WDOE's r.nmmpnt-w 

WDOE's response to the procurement deficiencies addressed in our audit 
report summarized their procedures to procure architectural and engineering 
services. Although we recognize that WDOE has these written procedures, 
WDOE has not demonstrated to us that they performed a cost and price 
analysis on contract, work assignments, and amendments to the work 
assignment and written justification for the type of subagreement as 
required by 40 CFR Part 33. WDOE also has not explained why an ineligible 
cost-plus-percentage-of-cost reimbursement type agreement was awarded for 
work assignment //I. Without WDOE's response to these deficiencies, our 
finding remains as stated. 
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WASHINGTON DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY 

FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS. (CONTINUED^ 

Labor Distribution Weaknesses Were Identified 

WDOE's method of charging sick and annual leave did not equitably allocate 
the costs among cost objectives. No standard procedures were established to 
ensure that compensated leave was equitably allocated as required by OMB 
Circular A-87. As a result, annual and sick leave costs were directly 
charged to the cooperative agreement. WDOE was unable to identify which of 
the labor costs claimed were related to compensated absences. Therefore, 
total personnel services costs are questioned. 

OMB Circular A-87, Attachment B, Section B-13 identifies allowable employee 
benefit costs as "Employee benefits in the form of regular compensation paid 
to employees during periods of authorized absences from the Job, such as 
annual leave, sick leave^ court leave, military leave, and the like, if they 
are; (1) provided pursuant to an approved leave system; and (2) the cost 
thereof is equitably allocated to all related activities, including grant 
programs." These employee benefit costs are only allowable to the extent 
that total compensation for employees is reasonable. 

WDOE did not establish formal procedures on how compensated leave should be 
allocated. The program index (cost objective) to which leave was charged 
was judgmentally decided by the employee's supervisor. The selection of the 
program index was generally based on the projects worked on during the 
previous month or two. 

This method was not equitable because employee leave benefits were accrued 
while working on many cost objectives and the method did not allocate the 
costs to all related activities. Leave costs charged directly to the 
cooperative agreement are not allowable, and therefore should be excluded 
from costs claimed. However, WDOE was unable to identify the amount of 
compensated leave charged directly to the cooperative agreement. As a 
result, total personnel services costs of $40,259 are questioned as 
unsupported. 

Rerommpndation 

We recommend that the Regional Administrator, Region 10 require WDOE to: 

1. Establish procedures to equitably allocate compensated leave 
costs in accordance with OMB Circular A-87; and 

2. Determine the amount of leave cost claimed under the cooperative 
agreement and eliminate the amount from costs claimed. 

WDOE'S flnmmpnl-3 on Findliy 

WDOE's response is summarized below and included verbatim at Appendix 1. 
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WASHINGTON DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY 

FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS. (CONTINUED1) 

2. Labor Distribution Weaknesses Were Identified. (Continued1) 

1. All compensated absences are reported under one object of expenditure. 
The system does not generate reports that separately identify the dollar 
amount of costs associated with each type of leave taken. It is not a 
requirement for the State of Washington to separate compensated absences 
from compensated work time in the statewide accounting system. 

2. It is allowable to charge leave costs directly to a cooperative 
agreement. 

3. Since it was not proven that our allocation of leave costs were 
Inequitable in relation to how we charge such costs throughout the 
Agency, these costs must be considered allowable. We do not believe 
that the absence of a formalized written policy on the allocation of 
compensated absences means that we have an inequitable method of 
allocation. 

Our Evaluation of WDOE's flnmrnents 

1. Since WDOE could not identify the amount of compensated leave charged 
directly to the cooperative agreement, the questioned cost remains as 
stated. 

2. There may have been a misunderstanding as to how leave costs should be 
charged to the cooperative agreement. We concur that leave cost can be 
charged to the cooperative agreement, however, it is WDOE's 
responsibility to abide by OMB Circular A-87 Which requires an.equitable 
method of allocation of leave time. 

3. It is WDOE's responsibility to have support to prove that they have an 
equitable allocation method as required by OMB Circular A-87, Attachment 
B-13. Based on our review of the labor distribution system, we 
determined that WDOE did not equitably allocate employee leave 
benefits. Leave benefits were accrued while working on many cost 
objectives and WDOE did not allocate these costs to all related 
activities. In addition, Bince WDOE does not have formal written 
procedures to allocate leave cost, it is difficult for WDOE to maintain 
an allocation system which consistently applies leave cost. According 
to 40 CFR 30.715 (b), "each item of cost must be treated consistently as 
either a direct or an Indirect cost." Without formal written 
procedures, employees may have different prospectives on how to charge 
leave time. As a result, leave time may not be equitably allocated. 
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EXHIBIT A 

WASHINGTON DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY 
Cooperative Agreement No. V000282-01 

Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study 
Cooperative Agreement 

Schedule of Costs Reviewed, Accepted and Questioned 

For the Period May 1, 1984 through September 30, 1987 

Personnel 

Fringe Benefits 

Supplies 

Travel 

Contractual services-
Golder & Associates 

Indirect 

DSHS match 

Total costs 

Federal share 

Costs 
Reviewedfl} 

Costs 
Accented 

J$ 40,259 $ 

9,226 -

1,325 1,325 

7,691 7,491 

724,203 -

19,197 -

1.135.362 1.135.362 

$1,937,263 $1,144,178 

$ 542.434 $ 320.370 

Questioned Costs 

Ineligible Unsupported Notes 

$ $ 40,259 2 

9,226 2 

200 3 

32,110 692,093 4 

586 18,611 2,5 

$32.696 $760.389 

$ 9.155 $212.909 

See accompanying notes to Exhibit A. 
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WASHINGTON DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY 
Cooperative Agreement No. V000282-01 

Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study Cooperative Agreement 

Notes to Exhibit A 

For the Period May 1, 1984 through September 30, 1987 

Note 1 - Costs reviewed were those reported on the final Financial Status Report 
(FSR) submitted for cooperative agreement V000282-01 for the period May 
1, 1984 through September 30, 1987. Only project costs allowable under 
the cooperative agreement are to be included in the Financial Status 
Reports. 

Note 2 - WDOE charged holiday, sick leave, and annual leave directly to the 
cooperative agreement. This method was not in accordance with 0MB 
Circular A-87 which required compensated leave to be allocated 
equitably to all cost objectives. We have questioned as unsupported 
total personnel costs pending review by EPA. 

See finding and recommendation #2, Labor Distribution Weaknesses Were 
Identified, for further details. 

The questioned personnel costs impact the amounts claimed for fringe 
benefits and indirect costs. Both costs were based on percentages of 
direct labor costs. As a result, amounts claimed for fringe benefits 
and indirect costs are questioned as unsupported pending review by EPA. 

wnnE's rnmmwnt on Questioned Costs 

See finding and recommendation #2, Labor Distribution Weaknesses Were 
Identified for WDOE's response. 

Note 3- WDOE did not provide documentation to support $200 of travel costs 
claimed. The costs relate to air fare claimed on travel voucher 
1390-002 on June 19, 1985. 0MB Circular A-87 requires costs to be 
necessary and reasonable for proper and efficient grant operation. 
WDOE was unable to show that the costs claimed were necessary and 
reasonable, therefore the amount has been questioned as unsupported. 

WDOE's Comment on Questioned Costs 

We are not able to determine without any reasonable doubt that this 
cost was necessary and reasonable, therefore we concur that at this 
time it could be considered as unsupported. 

Auditor's Conclusion 

Based on WDOE's response, our finding remains as previously stated. 
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WASHINGTON DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY 
Cooperative Agreement No. V000282-01 

Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study Cooperative Agreement 

Notes to Exhibit A 

(Continued) 

Note 4 - WDOE did not obtain EPA approval of contracts and related work 
assignments funded under EPA cooperative agreements. EPA review and 
approval was required, because WDOE certified that its procurement 
system did not meet the standards set forth in 40 CFR Part 33. WDOE 
did not meet ail of the EPA procurement requirements when awarding the 
contract and work assignments to Golder & Associates. In addition, 
work assignment #1 awarded to Golder & Associates was a cost-plus-
percentage-of-cost reimbursement type agreement which is an Ineligible 
contract type. We* are questioning as ineligible $32,110 of costs 
claimed for work assignment it1. Since WDOE did not obtain EPA approval 
of the contracts, the remaining $692,093 of contractual services costs 
claimed are questioned as unsupported. 

See Finding and recommendation #1, Contracts Awarded Were Not Reviewed 
and Approved bv EPA, for further details on this finding. 

wnOK's Cnmirn»tit on Questioned Costs 

See finding and recommendation #1, Controls Awarded Were Not Reviewed 
and Approved bv EPA for WDOE's response. 

Note 5 - In fiscal year 1985, WDOE did not adjust its indirect costs to reflect 
the final indirect cost rate contained in the Indirect Cost Rate 
Negotiation Agreement. 0MB Circular A-87 limits Indirect costs to 
amounts allowed per the negotiated rates. The excess indirect costs 
claimed in the amount of $586 are therefore questioned as ineligible. 

The cost questioned was based on the following computation: 

Indirect Cost Rate Used by WDOE 48.56% 

Final 1985 Indirect Cost Rate 41.50% 

Difference 7.06% 

Salary Costs $8.302 

Cost Questioned $ 586 

We have also questioned as unsupported $18,611 of indirect costs for 
the reasons described in note 2 above. 
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WASHINGTON DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY 
Cooperative Agreement No. V000282-01 

Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study Cooperative Agreement 

Notes to Exhibit A 

(Continued) 

Note 5 - (Continued) 

WDOE's Comment on Questioned Costs 

After recalculating the indirect computation using the final rate, a 
total of $164 is potentially due to the federal government. 

Auditor's Conclusion 
* 

Since WDOE's response did not adequately explain how they calculated 
$164 that is potentially due to the federal government, our finding 
remains as previously stated. 
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STATE OF WASHINGTON 

DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY 
Mail Stop PV-11 • Olympia, Washington 98504-8711 • (206) 459-6000 

February 5, 1991 

Mr. Ronald L. Conrad, C.P.A. 
Managing Partner 
Conrad And Associates 
1100 Main Street, Suite C 
Irvine, CA 92714 

•* 

RE: Audit Report No. P5CH 8^10-0076 
Report of Audit of Cooperative Agreement 
No. V000282-01 (Colbert Landfill) 

Dear Mr. Conrad; 

We appreciate the opportunity to respond to the draft audit report on the 
above cooperative agreement. We will respond to your findings and 
recommendations in the same order as presented in the draft report. 

1. Contracts Awarded Were Not Reviewed and Approved by EPA 

RESPONSE: See enclosed Exhibits 1 and la: (EPA Headquarters) report on 
management assistance visit to Washington State Department of Ecology. 

On May 21 and 22, 1986, staff from the Environmental Protection Agency 
(EPA) Headquarters and the Regional Office participated with the 
Department of Ecology in reviewing Ecology's policies and procedures on 
management of Superfund Cooperative Agreements. 

EPA recognized that Ecology had its own "pool" of contractors similar to 
EPA's REM contracts. In its May 1986 Management Assistance Program 
review, EPA acknowledged that "work assignments are made via task orders 
and vouchers are checked and paid against them after the site manager 
certifies that the work has been completed satisfactorily." (See last 
paragraph, page 2 of the enclosed EPA Headquarters report.) 

RESPONSE: See enclosed Exhibit 2: Selection of Consultants for 
Performance of Remedial Action Activities at Uncontrolled Hazardous 
Substance Sites. 

In November 1985, Ecology Contracts Officer Rick Hall prepared a 
memorandum documenting the 1985 procurement actions. This memo provides 
an explanation of the procedures that Ecology followed beginning in 
1983, in complying with state law governing procurement of architectural 
and engineering services (Chapter 39.80 RCW), and with the U.S. EPA 
Procurement Under Assistance Agreements. 40 CFR Part 33. 

•dSJ* 3 



Mr. Ronald L. Conrad, C.P.A. 
February 5, 1991 
Page 2 

To summarize the contents of Rick Hall's memo, in pertinent part: 

A. Ecology used the procedures in 33.525 to evaluate and select 
engineering firms. 

B. Ecology used responses to request statement of qualifications to 
determine the most technically qualified engineering firms. 

C. After selecting and ranking the most qualified engineering firms, 
Ecology requested technical proposals from those firms and 
informed them of the evaluation criteria that Ecology would use to 
rank the proposals. 

D. Ecology then selected and determined, in writing, the best 
technical proposals. 

* 

E. After selecting the best proposals, Ecology attempted to negotiate 
fair and reasonable compensation with engineering firms. 

F. Ecology reached agreement on compensation with four engineering 
firms. 

RESPONSE: See enclosed Exhibits 3, 3a, 3b, and 3c: Review by EPA 
Region 10 of Ecology's Request for Proposal for Performance of 
Remedial Activities at Uncontrolled Hazardous Substance 
Facilities. 

On October 2, 1987, Ecology contracts Officer Jan Swanberg provided EPA 
Project Officer Kathryn Davidson with a draft of the Request for 
Proposal that would be sent to the top ten finalists who responded to 
Ecology's Statement of Qualifications. On October 12, 1987, Ecology 
received Ms. Davidson's written comments to the draft Request for 
Proposal. On October 16, 1987, Jan Swanberg provided Ms. Davidson with 
a final copy of the Request for Proposal. 

RESPONSE: Please reference Exhibit 2 for information on this issue. 

2. Labor Distribution Weaknesses Were Identified. 

A. Paragraph one in the finding (page 12 of audit report) states in 
part, "WDOE was unable to identify which of the labor costs 
claimed were related to compensated absences. Therefore, total 
personnel services costs are questioned." 

RESPONSE: The statewide Time Management System (TMS) utilized by 
our agency specifically identifies the type of leave used on each 
day. However, the system does not generate reports that separately 
identifies the dollar amount of costs associated with each type of 
leave taken. All compensated absences are considered 
"compensated" labor costs and are reported under one object of 
expenditure (object "A" per the statewide accounting system). It 
is not a requirement of the State of Washington to separate 
compensated absences from compensated work time in the statewide 
accounting system. 



Mr. Ronald L. Conrad, C.P.A. 
February 5, 1991 
Page 3 

B. Paragraph four In the finding (page 12 of audit report) states In 
part, "Leave costs charged directly to the cooperative agreement 
are not allowable, and therefore should be excluded from costs 
claimed." 

RESPONSE: In a telephone conversation on January 23, 1991, 
between June Pak of your firm and Gary Zeiler, our fiscal officer, 
June agreed that the above statement is not correct. It is 
allowable to charge leave costs directly to a cooperative 
agreement, however, OMB Circular A-87, Attachment B, Section B-13, 
states that the costs are to be equitably allocated. Based on 
this information, recommendation number two under this finding 
should be removed from the report. 

C. Regarding the statements In the finding (page 12 of audit report) 
that we have*not established formal procedures on how compensated 
leave should be allocated, and that the program index (cost 
objective) to which leave was charged was judge-mentally decided 
by the employee's supervisor, we have the following comments: 

RESPONSE: We take exception to the statement that we do not have 
an equitable allocation method for leave and holiday time. 
Circular A-87 states that these costs must be equitably allocated. 
It does not specify any certain method of allocation. We contend 
that since it was not proven that our allocation of leave costs 
were inequitable in relation to how we charge such costs 
throughout the Agency, that these costs must be considered 
allowable. We do not believe that the absence of a formalized 
written policy on the allocation of compensated absences means 
that we have an inequitable method of allocation. 

We are pursuing other options on a formal leave allocation 
methodology. Since this new methodology would be applied to all 
programs and funding sources, not just federal grants, we will 
need to carefully assess the impact on the Agency before its 
adoption. We do not believe that leave allocations on an annual 
basis are feasible. Agency management must have accurate and 
timely information available to them on at least a monthly basis. 
In addition, we have federal grants with various start and end 
dates which requires preparation of final Financial Status Reports 
(FSR's) throughout the year. Attempting to go back and revise 
final FSR's at the time of a yearly leave allocation, in an effort 
to capture federal funds on closed grants is impractical, and in 
many cases, the federal funding would no longer be available. 

Regarding the notes to Exhibit A of the audit report (pages 14 and 15), not 
all of which are covered in a specific finding and recommendation, we have the 
following comments: 

Note 3 addresses $200 claimed on a travel voucher in 1985. We are not 
able to determine without any reasonable doubt that this cost was 
necessary and reasonable, therefore we concur that at this time it could 
be considered as unsupported. However, please note that after applying 
the federal grant percentage of 28 percent, $56 is the total amount 
potentially due to the federal government. 



Mr. Ronald L. Conrad, C.P.A. 
February 5, 1991 
Page 4 

Note 5 addresses the issue of Ecology not adjusting its indirect costs 
to the final negotiated rate of 41.5 percent for Fiscal Year 1985. 
After recalculating the indirect computation using the final rate, a 
total of $164 is potentially due to the federal government. 

If you have any questions you may contact our fiscal officer, Gary Zeiler at 

GZ29d02 
Enclosures * 

cc: Jim Martin 
Carol Fleskes 
Gary Zeiler 
Emily Ray 
Trish Ryan 
Patty Carlton 
Jill Rider 
Brent Thompson 
Colbert Landfill Audit File 

(206) 459-6211. 
Sincerely, 

William Wheeler, Program Manager 
Budget, Accounting and Support Services 



JUL 2 5 ̂ 86 
EXHIBIT 1 

H/S 525 

RECEIVED 
WIG 20'86 

John Littler, Program .Manager 
Hazardous Waste Cleanup Program 
Department of Ecology 
Mall Stop PV-11 
Olympla, Washington veau4-E711 

Uear Mr. Littler: 

On r«y cl one 22, luce, staff from the Environmental Protection Agency 
(EPA) Headquarters ana tf.e Regional Office participated with the Department 
of Ecology (Ecology) in a review of the state's policies and procedures on 
management of Superfund Cooperative Agreements. A copy of the report 
prepared by EPA Headquarters 1s enclosed. Overall, the review was a 
positive one, with a good exchange of Information and Ideas relating to the 
execution of both single-site and multi-site agreements. 

The consents In the report relate to the state's management system and 
procurement issues. In regard to overall cooperative agreement 
administration, EPA's orlnary recornendatlon Is for the state to designate 
an overall State Prcjtct Officer co ensure that the overall provisions of 
the multi-site cooperative agreement are net. Another Issue raised was the 
Importance of providing quarterly reports to EPA. These reports are 
necessary both from tne standpoint of making funding decisions ar.o having 
documentation avaiIffJl'* for audit purposes. 

except for a row povts that were raised coring me review an.: are 
r**iterated in t.c report, tcclov/'s nrocurwent system meets EPA's 
requirements. Trie report indicates a f specific Items tnat i.wed revising 
to meet 40 CrR Hart od. .est are tnir.'is tj ho Included in future 
procurement actions. One Issue tnat 11 enquire l/jnoolatc attention is 
Ecology's Snail Vtorks 'jstor. «s expla1i.es? 1n -o r^-ort, the roster 
currently does not meet '-u v»rK Hart -o and tr.o stdte -"ist. either arend t.ieir 
procedures to meet tr^' * julatioos or rcci.'ir.t cvt'dr-ns fron EPA s 
regulations regarding rr't.uency cf updating list anu use of the roster 
for procurements u.. 

mm 



UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY _ 
... 

If you have any questions or vlsh to discuss the report, please contact 
Kathy Oavldson, Project OlMrpr for the f>iiiti-<ite cooperstivo sjreersent. 

Sincerely, 

P.nliort o. Courson, Chief 
Superfund drench 

Enclosure 

cc: A, Aurdal, Grants Adr.inlstrction, rVA 
J. Wine, HSCO, tPA 
#. Johnson, Grants /'.dniristretfor, CPA 



JUL I 6 1986 

EXHIBIT la 

JUL X 81986 
Superfund Branch 

MEMORANDUM 
SUBJECT: Report on Management Assistance Visit to Washington 

State Department of Ecology'0 

FROM: Sam Morekas, Chief 
State and Regional Coordination 
Hazardous Site*Control Division 
Frederick Meadows, Chief 
Grants Policy and Proced 
Grants Administration Division 

TO: Robert Courson, Chief 
Superfund Branch 
Hazardous Waste Division, Region X 

Don Larson, Chief 
Comptroller Branch 
Management Division, Region X 

The combined Headquarters and Region visit took place on 
May 21 and 22, 1986 in the State's Offices. Attached is a copy 
of the report documenting our findings and recommendations. 

The visit followed our established protocol and also Included 
a discussion on MSCA management and quarterly reports. The 
findings and recommendations, therefore, pertain to 40 CFR 30 and 
33 issues as well as orogram implementation issues, and identify 
some areas in the State's procedures wh\ch need attention. You 
may want to modify the report or address any other specific areas 
of interest or concern on the execution of the State's Cooperative 
Agreements. 

Please do not hesitate to contact us should there be any 
questions. We would appreciate receiving a copy of the transmittal 
letter to the State as well as any plans for followup on this report. 
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Managernent Assistance Program Review 
Washington State Department of Ecology 

May 21-22, 1986 

Participants 

Washington State Department of Ecology 

Emily Ray Michael Spencer Dan Brady , 
Pat Marston Michelle Hauth Jan Swanberg 
Gina Temy Dave Howard Kay Journey 

* 

EPA Region X 

Arv Aurdal Kathy Davidson 
Mariam Momb Joe Penwell 
EPA Headquarters 

Jan Wine Kent Holland 
Richard Johnson 

A. Background 

EPA has formulated a program of systematic visits to 
States that have responsibility for executing Superfund remedial 
Cooperative Agreements (CA). The Washington Department of 
Ecology (DOE) has one multi-site/multi-activity cooperative 
agreement (MSCA) and two single-site CAs. We reviewed DOE's 
assistance agreement system, including its procurement procedures. 
B. Assistance Agreement Management System 

The State's financial system accounts for costs on a site-
specific basis regardless of whether the EPA is funding an action 
or not. Once a cooperative agreement is awarded, funds are 
monitored by both assistance agreement number and site account. 
Financial Status Reports (FSR) are filed quarterly with the Region 
on the disposition of Federal funds. Records are kept in separate 
places depending upon whether the information is technical or 
administrative. However, there is a central indexing system 
which would permit the State to assemble all information in one 
place if necessary. 

The State has its own "pool" of contractors similar to EPA's 
REM contracts. Work assignments are made via task orders and 
vouchers are checked and paid against them after the site manager 
certifies that the work has been completed satisfactorily. Some 
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bee^encountere^i^che^past'but ̂  ™^?f,Che "sk °rd«» "ave 
correct thl. probl^ !^^^ 1£"J«teiSSodf'S Sh°Sld 

EPA^ooduct^suc^audits!CSThed„eadquarcers*iG°offi'°n °n "" 

aMhld"cilr »t^%PA^Clup"fu^dCreqSt?emenca! 'Thl^Km* 
tracking syatem.USa£e 8lt* and cpl.mnt. the l&.l 

•* 

is no?VrrnihS:?0p!rat>lve.a8reeD,ent administration and management 
mca Lrl A site Pr°J^c manager for one site iS^he 

A acts as the CA project officer and another site oroil^ 
manager is the CA project officer on the other. We discussed an 

tive,approach to ensure that 40 CFR 30, 33, and CA special 
Sen & S?oa?n T^hc'Tb""ntl°n c° th"a Sppaar KCbSi-
The Qp.pa i of his/her project specific responsibilities. 
The State agreed to explore the possibility of designating a 

?2ni. e Management Section as CA project officer who 
?°ul^aV? resP°nsibility for interactingwUh .11 Sol 

ensuring that the overall provisions of each CA are met. 

C. Procurement Issues 

n™,.JJy!!ing ?U5 rev*fw w discussed the State's procurement : 
ures with staff from the Department of Ecology's (DOE) 

Hazardous Waste Cleanup Program . Fiscal, and Budge"offices. 

It usISetheEp»r? i?C,^'Srf15}ed lts Pro^uremcnt system, therefore. 
e.al>. art 33 regulation to award Superfund subagreements, 
State procurement requirements are contained in Title 39 
S?r£ rL3X'°4' PUb1^ Work8'" In Edition. DOE muse comply 
Ti riM ?ffar5?ent of Gen*ral Administration's requirements 
Administrative Code6r ?^6_A8, "Division of Purchasing." Washington 

irsSppiier1:6"purchasing 

man. Tb6o.?^u a*so **aa a "Financial Guidelines For Grants Management 
5 cCOntainS recommended procedures and quidelines for 

of 1 £at€ granCs administered by DOE, and the State Office 
o r IJ r Management published the manual "Procedures for Using 

onau^tants" which directs State agencies in Che planning 
Th^ nnF^u »onlt°ring of consultant services subagreements. ' 

us ̂ f 8 t e  Cleanup Program staff is developing 
£K cadures for awarding construction subagreements. We reviewed 
com requirements and documents and have the following 



1. Small Works Roster 
DOE must comply with EPA's requirements 833.230(c) 

"Competition," and 533.305 - 33.315. "Small purchase^rocedurea " 
when developing its Small Works Roster. ' r 

The State allows its agencies to establish a Small Works 
Roster.to award subagreements for construction, repair, or 
alteration of projects estimated to cost less than $25,000. 
The Roster consists of all qualified contractors who have 
requested to be included on the Roster. In lieu of advertisement 
and competitive bid, the*agency solicits at least five quotations, 
confirmed in writing, from contractors chosen by random number 
generated by computer from the contractors on the Roster for 
the category of job type involved. The award is made to the 
contractor with the lowest quotation. If the agency cannot 
solicit quotations from five qualified contractors, the agency 
must advertise and competitively bid the work. 

The State requires DOE to update this Roster at least 
once a year by advertising in a newspaper of general circulation 
the existance of the Roster, and adding all those qualified 
contractors who request to be included on the Roster. 

The requirements in 533.230 are intended to maximize 
competition if prequalified lists are used. Therefore, if DOE 
establishes a Small Works Roster for use on Superfund cooperative 
agreements, they must either update the list every six months, 
review and act on each request for prequalification made more 
than 30 days before the closing date for receipt of quotations; 
or request a deviation from 533.230(c). The DOE request must 
persuade us that an exception should be made. In either case, 
DOE must continue to give adequate public notice of its Roster 
in accordance with public notice procedures in 533.410 or 

The small purchase requirements in 533.305 through 133.315 
are limited to procurements under $10,000. However, the State's 
Small Works Roster procedures cover procurements up to $25,000. 
Since the Small Works Roster procedures do not allow everyone on 
the Roster to submit a bid for each award, they are essentially 
small purchases procedures. Therefore, if DOE wants to use its 
Small Works Roster for procurements between $10,000, and $25,000, 
it must request a deviation from 533.305. A deviation request 
would have to persuade EPA that DOE should be allowed to limit 
competition for procurements between $10,000 and $25,000. 
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2. Evaluation Criteria 

The DOE must inform potential bidders/offerors of all evalua-
tion criteria and their relative weights. ~ — 

EPA requires that recipients inform potential bidders/ 
offerors of the evaluation criteria, and the relative weight of 

at- j e use^ to determine who receives the award. The 
RFP we reviewed did not have all of the criteria or the relative weight of each. 

The DOE can list the criteria in order of relative importance 
without giving a specific weight to each criterion (as long as 
the bidders/offerors are told that the criteria are listed in 
order of importance), or the State can give the criteria and 
the specific weight of each. 

3. Subagreement Clauses 

The DOE should prepare subagreement documents which incorporate 
only the provisions and approplate clauses (or their eQuivalent'S 
required by Part 33. —~~ 3—— — f •• 

In the subagreement documents we reviewed, DOE had, in 
some cases, more than one clause on a particular area. 'For 
instance, the subagreement had both EPA's and the State's 
termination and audit clauses. This creates an ambiguity 
which could cause DOE a legal problem when they enforce these 
clauses. 

The State has boiler plate subagreement documents which DOE 
needs to review to be sure that if Federal Superfund dollars are 
involved, the approplate Part 33 clauses (or their equivalent) 
are included and that there are no conflicting clauses. 

4. Public Notice 

Because DOE is not certified, DOE must allow at least 30 
days public notice period. ~~ — 

• 

In the regulations we reviewed, the DOE only allows for a 
15 day public notice. If EPA funds are involved, however, the 
DOE must be certain that it allows at least 30 days for public 
notice. 

5. Bonding Requirements 

The DOE needs to be certain that required bonds are obtained 
from companies holding certificates of authority as acceptable 
sureties (see Treasury Circular 570. "Surety Companies Acceptable 
on Federal Bonds") 7"^^ — 

i 
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For construction subagreements over $100,000, DOE must Insure 
that contractors obtain required bonds from a bonding company 
holding a certificate of authority. To ensure that this occurs 
and to avoid possible delays in awarding the subagreement, DOE 
should make this requirement very clear in the IFB's and RFP's. 

6. Alternate Bids 
The bid package must make it clear whether DOE will accept 

alternate bldsT ~~ 

Chapter 236-48-083 of the Washington Administrative Code 
states that the State may accept an alternate bid if the alternate 
substantially conforms to the bid specifications. The section 
also states that if a bidder represents an article as being 
"an equal" when in fact it is "an alternate," the State may 
disregard the bid. This section is confusing and could lead 
to bid protests which may hold up the subagreement award. 

An "alternate" bid is a bid which by definition does not 
conform to the technical specifications in the bid but will 
comply with the performance specifications in the bid. 

An "equal" article is one which complies with the technical 
specifications listed in the bid and will, therefore, meet the 
State's performance requirements. 

DOE, therefore, must be certain that if it intends to 
accept alternate bids, the bidding document so states. 
Otherwise, DOE cannot accept alternate bids. 

7. Exception to Award to Lowest Responsible Bidder 

DOE should clarify under what circumstances it will make an 
exception to the requirementt<T^award^6 the^lowe¥t^responsible 
bidder.— ^ — r 

State regulation (WAC 236-48-095) states that it may enter 
into direct negotiations to achieve the best possible price when 
it has reason to believe that the lowest acceptable bid is not 
the best price obtainable. Although there is a clear advantage 
to be able to do this, DOE should limit the use of this section. 

8. Use of Same Engineer During Subsequent Phases of 
the Project 

During our review, DOE raised a question concerning the 
use of their four A/E contractors. DOE has subagreements with 
four A/E firms similar to EPA*a REM contractors, whereby the A/E's 
are available to perform work at any site during the period of 



subagreement performance. They asked if they could use any 
or tnese firms on any phase of any project even if that firm had 
not worked on the previous phase(s) of the site, or if this 
evaluation"6 * regulacion requiring public notice and 

Since the firms were not retained for a specific Drolect 
and because the public notice did not limit which phases of a 
SlffJJinJ k W2Uld W°rk °n' D0E may U5e Che four firaa 

under contrac^wLth dUrl"8 Perl°d Ch' flt,! are 
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M E M O R A N D U M  
November 19, 1985 

TO: File 

FROM: Rick Hall $ 
SUBJECT: Selection of Consultants for Performance of 

Remedial Activities at Uncontrolled 
Hazardous Substance Sites 

The purpose of this memorandum is to document the procedures used to select 
four consultant teams for services at uncontrolled hazardous substance 
sites in Washington. As explained below, the procedures used were in 
compliance with state law governing procurement of architectural and 
engineering services (Chapter 39.80 RCW), and with the U.S. EPA Procurement 
Under Assistance Agreements. A0 CFR Part 33. Specifically, AO CFR 33.325 
was followed — optional selection procedures for negotiation and award of 
subagreer.ents for architectural and engineering services. It was necessarv 
to follow federal procurement guidelines since it was expected that federal 
funds would be used to support consultant services at National Priority 
i-ist (NPL) sites. The procurement procedures followed resulted in the 
establishment of contracts with Dames & Moore, Colder Associates, Black & 
Veatch, and HDR. 

For documentation purposes, I have incorporated information from a memoran­
dum dated December 20, 1983, which I prepared for the file. That memoran­
dum outlined the procedures used to select finalists from ancr.g those f<rms 
which submitted statements of qualifications. 

On October 5, 1983, a Request for Qualifications (RFQ) was released bv the 
Department of Ecology (Attachment A). The availability of the RFQ was 
advertised In the Daily Journal of Commerce, the Seattle Times, the Spokane 
Spokesman Review, and Vancouver Columbian. The RFQ called for Statements 
of Qualifications (SOQs) from firms Interested in performing remedial 
activities at uncontrolled hazardous substance facilities. The RFQ identi­
fied the contents required in SOQs, and listed five evaluation criteria. 
The RFQ indicated that SOQs were due at Washington Ecology by November A, 
1983, and would be reviewed by a consultant selection committee. It was 
stated that the selection committee was expected to choose at least five 
firms (or teams) determined to be most qualified. 

In October, the consultant selection committee was established, and con­
sisted of two environmental planners, two sanitary engineers, and two 



Memo to File 
November 19, 1985 
Page 2 

environmentalists. The individuals comprising this 
ar« Identified in Attacta.nc B. «Wt?e.wit." 
Ecology headquarters and regional offices. represented Washington 

Thirty-one SOQs were received by the November 4th deadline fsnno 
fon! ̂ th the Washln8ton Ecology fiscal office). On November 7 lag J The 
consultant selection committee met to receive copies of the SOQs and' to 
discuss evaluation procedures. I orovided rnn<« n# n 
IZZll A"hlt.cc4n«" S.ulcloV"oXXVTel 
committee member. I also provided the committee with copies of lovIJ 
IMC. attached to the SOQs. and a H.t ootiining conald.r.tion. in 
reviewing atatetaenta of qualification.. At the comitt..', , ! , , 
prepared , guidance ah.et for ua. in applying the av.Vu.tion crit.Via 
Coplea of the General Adolnistration .coring ah.et, the liat of ' 
(Â t1:-; DMl„dthEvevilu"lOT —W- ""chid 

fiMH.jJV" U' 1983D th® consuUant selection committee met to choose 
TheAril II "ceJva Re<ue®ts Proposals (RFPs) for remedial activities 
rion discussion was the assignment of weights to the evalua­
tion criteria. The committee decided that of the five criteria "tranao. 
ment approach and "firms' experience" should be emphasized in the PX" 
*50r1i;8- Ic yas decided that "management approach" and "firms' experience" 
should be assigned a weight of two. or twice the point value of e«h ̂  tSe 
w.lght.d e"aCn" ' Th* 0th" thr" cr;teril- ther*f0"' 

forC!!iiy co.°ralttee Re,nber had scored each SOQ on a scale of 0 to 100, 
for each of the five criteria. After assigning weights, a total weighted 
score could be calculated for each SOQ. The maximum total score tha? any 
SOQ could receive was 700 points (a perfect score). 

idelltiT^^K6 °enTr "lculate? total lighted scores for each SOQ, then 
identified the rank order of the firms on the basis of total veiahted 

"orln8 shae« are included as Attachment F. Each person then 
listed his or her top ten firms by score. Sixteen different firms were 
among the top ten listed by the committee mecbers (see Attachment G), 

The committee then assigned a secondary scoring system to rank the top 
firms listed in Attachment G. Each firm in Attachment G was assigned a new 
score based upon its relative position in any committee member's top ten 
list. For instance, firms ranked in first position received ten points 
.inns in second position received nine points, firms in third place 
received seven points, and so on. If a firm was in tenth place on a li6t 
*t received one point. If a firm was not ranked among the top ten in a 
particular list, it received zero points for that list. 
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Attachment H identifies the secondary scores of firms listed m • 
by coomlttee members. As the t.bl. Indicates Bl.T tv'Tb , ? "" 
most points (44 points) since It uss ranked very high by s.v.rll'ir.divf duals. Firms which received faU* *« aja •_ ' several indivi-

z\-;&E£z\' 

that we would enter into three contracts ..i" i. likely 
notified'bv*^ 1*1 thlrt)"'0"« tJbnlttln," SOQ,' 
Included X J™ AUul' IsTust'l"* vVv 
which)submitted SOQs and a separate listing of the finalists (Attachments^ 

On October 19, 1983, Washington Ecology had requested that EPA tee 
assignment to CH2K Kill to provide assistanceTUittaf the^ RFP which X 
consultant finalists would ultimately receive. Unfortunately, that work 
assistance of'cSS Sin™' U"til UhtMVy 2' l98<* Wlth the ssistance of CH2M Hill, an RFP and a separate samnle worV 
prepared (Attachments M and N). The RFP was released on May 1 1984 to^h. 
nine consultant finalists. y ' 98 t0 the 

earlKywMvye.l982' the six-meober consultant selection committee was 
Ae-established. Because of Job commitments, three of the people who had 

iewed SOQs could not participate in the review of proposals. Rick HaU 
Carol Fleskes, and Chris Haynes continued as selection committee members 
George Houck, Jim Knudson, and Mike Ruef replaced Julie Sellick, Dan 
Svenson, and Jim Malm as committee members. 

On May 16, 1984, a preproposal meeting was held to discuss the RFP and to 
release the sample problem for the consultants' response. On Mav 31 1984 
the consultants' technical propos.l, end separate.'se.lid Tost prop'osal, ' 
were due at the Washington Ecology headquarters office. 

SA1Vt<°f tHr "S- flrnalwists 'fitted technical and cost proposals by the 
deadline. Copies of the technical proposals were distributed to the 
consultant selection committee (copies of technical proposals are now on 

i J !! office at Washington Ecology). The committee was a^so 
provided with a variety of materials to aid in their review and evaluation 
of the proposals. These consultant proposal evaluation documents are on 
file in the offices of the Remedial Action Division, and include scorine 
sheets, a checklist for evaluation of proposal completeness, letters 
concerning the RFP from the consultants, letters of clarification from 
Washington Ecology to the consultants, and guidance on interpreting the 
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--r~ «»• h*i« prepro-sample work problem prepared by CH2M Hill, A cassette 
posal meeting was also given to each committee member. 

In early June 1984, the selection committee began the review «f «>»u 4 1 
proposals. Incsrvlews v.r. h.ld with reprVsentstlv., of .Ah ° , Vk l 
consulcsnt finalists between Juna 25 and June 27 100/ ... . . sev,rl 
salectlon committ.a p.rtlcipat.d In th. In^uC.! " #f "» 

References were provided in the technical proposals. I selected 
t ree references for each proposed prime and subcontractor for contact 
dualHforms The°ftaCted '{* referencas and raP°"ad the results on iSd^i-
fM < m* COpUi and dl«ributed to the committee memUrs 
for proposal scoring purposes. Copies of the completed reference forms are 
Divf«i6 !l Washington Ecology fiscal office and the Remedial Action 
ment 0?n' ° 3 reference foro is deluded here as Attach-

Folloving the review of technical proposals and interviews with the seven 
consultant finalists, each committee member independently scored and ranked 
(one through seven) the firms, based upon the quality of their " itt" 
tations 'Th«e "T< °f re/erenGe checks- and 9uality of the oral presen­
ts Jh^RFP 0^% assoclated wel8h" had been defined 
fon\ 5 « ? j scoring sheets, each firm was given a raw score (0 to 
0) and weighted score. Copies of the committee members' scoring sheets are included as Attachment P. 8 sneets 

As Attachment Q indicates, each firms' relative ranking bv the various 
!!" "S"! "'I8 SUTdd*  ̂finai ranking by ehe co™i"ee was based 

upon the total of the rankings, with the lowest total designating the firm 
considered to be the most qualified. As Attachment Q shows, Dames 6 Moore 
was considered to be the most qualified with a score of 10, while Weston 
n«!J°X!: t0 bC lvMst <uall£iad a score of 41. It should be 
noted that the approach to scoring and selecting consultants was decided 
upon by the committee prior to receipt and review of technical proposals. 

Following the ranking of firms based upon technical qualifications, I 
notified each of the seven firms and informed them of their relative 
ranking. Since it was' expected that three contracts would be established, 
cost proposals for the top three candidates (Dames & Moore, Colder Asso­
ciates, and Black & Veatch) were opened and reviewed. Since contracts were 
successfully negotiated with these three firms in October 1984, the remain­
ing cost proposals for the four lowest ranked firms were not needed, and 
consequently were returned unopened to those firms. 

however, Washington Ecology began negotiating a contract 
with HDR, the firm ranked fourth through this proposal evaluation process. 
The rationale behind hiring HDR was to provide for the contingency when the 
other three prime contractors are unavailable due to workload, poor 
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IMS"1" °f tnt'"SC' Th* COnt"Ct ulth HDR »» -PProv.d 

RH/sr 

Attachments 
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STATE Of WASHINGTON 

DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY 
Mai Stop PV-11 • Otympia. Washington 98504-6711 • (206) 4594000 

October 2, 1987 

Ms. Kathryn M. Davidson 
Environmental Protection Agency 
Superfund Program 
1200 Sixth Avenue 
Seattle, Washington 98101 

Dear Kathyi 

As discussed In an earlier conversation, I have enclosed a copy of the 
draft Request for Proposal (RPP) for your review and comment. 

Ecology has reviewed the twenty-e'ight Statement of Qualifications that 
were submitted, and has selected ten finalists to receive the RPP. 

The schedule for the proposal due date, preproposal meeting, and 
interviews are not included in the draft. We are anxious to release 
the RPP as soon as possible and have tentatively set the following 
schedule goals: 

• Release of RPP October 12, 1987 

* Preproposal Meeting October 26, 1987 

° Proposals due to Ecology November 12, 1987 

° Conduct Interviews December 10, 1987 
December 11, 1987 

Please call me at (206) 438-3027 if I can provide additional 
information. I am looking forward to your comments. 

Sincerely, 

Swanberg v 
Contract Officer 
Hazardous Waste Cleanup Program 

JSthc 



U.S. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGION 10 

1200 SIXTH AVENUE 
SEATTLE. WASHINGTON 90101 

EXHIBIT 3a 

REPLY TO ATTN OF 

Jan Swanberg, Contract Officer 
Hazardous Waste Cleanup Program 
Washington Department of Ecology 

HW-113 

c 1S67 

Mall Stop PV-11 
Olympla, MA 98504-8711 

Dear Ms. Swanberg: » 

As you requested, I have reviewed the draft Request for Proposals for 
Performance of Remedial Activities at Uncontrolled Hazardous Substance 
Facilities. I have marked up the draft document with my comments, a number of 
which are not substantive, but may help clarify some Items. 

My major concern Is with some of the wording related to the requested 
technical proposal, specifically the "Business Organization" and "Management 
Plan" sections. To meet the requirements of 40 CFR Part 33 for maximum open 
and free competition, do not ask respondents to distinguish between offices 
within or outside of the state. It Is more appropriate to request that 
proposers describe their organization and proposed management plan and how 
they Intend to maintain proper supervision and communications. By asking 
proposers to identify offices within and outside of the state, It might be 
construed that competition Is being limited. 

If you have any questions on this or other comments, I will be In the 
office on Tuesday, October 13, 1987, and can be reached at (206) 442-1088. 

Sincerely, 

Kathryn M. Davidson 
Project Officer 

Enclosure 
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EXHIBIT 3b 

STATE OF WASHINGTON 
DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY 

REQUEST FOR PROPOSALS 
FOR 

PERFORMANCE OF REMEDIAL ACTIVITIES AT 
UNCONTROLLED HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE FACILITIES 

October 1987 
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GENERAL INFORMATION 

Introduci-f^n 

in Accordance „tth Chapter 70.105A RCU. th. Washington Department of 

Ecology ha. the authority to clean up and restore thole sites at 

which Improper disposal of hazardous substancea has occurred. This 

authority Includes conducting or contracting for professional tech­

nical data gathering, Investigation and analysis, and conducting or 

contracting for the removal of hazardous substances and waste,, .here 

there ha. been or la . potential for release which could pose , 
threat to public health or the environment. 

Ecology I, also authorized to participate with the U.S. Environmental 

Protection Agency (EPA) In programs under th. federal Comprehensive 

Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act of 1980 

(CERCLA). as amended by th. Sup.rfund Amendments and Reauthorization 

Act of 1986 (SARA). Under CERCLA. EPA has established a National 

Priorities List (NPL) of sites for which federal funds may be used by 

states and EPA In performing remedial activities. 

Nature of s«rv<rf, prr-sted 

Ecology Intends to hire three or more contractors to perform remedial 

response activities such as Investigations, analyse., design and 

related consultant service, at NPL sites and state priority hazardous 

waste sites. Due to limited state funding, It la anticipated that 



. the majority of contractor assistance will b. required on th. NPL 

sites. The Phases associated with a remedial response are briefly 

described below. Contractors procured through this solicitation 
<kr "111 be expected to conduce these type, of activities. 

Site Plsovery: The process of discovering a suspected or known 

hatardou. w.at. Sit. or release, Such ,Ue. My b. pl.e„d „As 

CERCLIS (Co.preh.nstv. Envlgonmencal Response, Compensation, and 

Liability Information Syst.m, list for additional ch.ract.rlx.tlon 
and Investigation. 

fttlminarT mttitminr tpm. Th. process of collecting cr reviewing 

available Information about a suspected or known hatardou. waste ,i„ 

or release. Th. Information gathered 1. used to determine If the 

sit. heads further study, such as a sit. Inspection. 

Sltt inspection nu. A technical ph.,. that follows th. preliminary 

assessment that I. designed to collect more ext.nslv. Information on 

a hazardous waste site. Part of th. sit. Inspection process may 

include a preliminary health assessment of th. site. Th. Information 

generated In th. SI process I, used to score the sit. using the 

Hazard Ranking System described below to determine whether a response 

action Is needed under the Jurisdiction of CERCLA. 

Ranking Svueil (Him. A scoring system used to evaluate 

potential relative risk, to th. public health and environment from 

ses or threatened releases of hazardous substances. The HRS 



score la the primary factor used to decide if a hazardous waste site 

should be placed on the National Priorities List (NPL). 

totngdifll Tnve?tlmiop J3 J)  •  A field data collection and site 

characterization study that defines the extent of contamination in 

soils, ground water, surface water, and/or air at a NPL or other 

hazardous waste site. The RI data serves as a basis for conducting 
the feasibility study. 

* 

Risk 

Enflqngenqept AffSSsstpqnE. A quantitative assessment characteriz­

ing the nature and extent of potential risks to human health 

from exposure to hazardous substances These assessments are 

used to assess the public health impacts of remedial alterna­

tives Identified in the feasibility study, and to support 

enforcement actions under state and federal laws. 

b) Health Amssmm. A qualitative evaluation of data and infor­

mation on the release of toxic substances to the environment in 

order to 1) assess any current or future impacts on public 

health, 2) develop health advisories or other health recommenda­

tions, and 3) identify studies or actions needed to evaluate and 

prevent human health effects. 

3 



f«aalbllItv Study CFS>. A study which identifies and screens cleanup 

alternatives for remedial action and analyzes in detail the technol­

ogy and costs of the cleanup alternatives. 

EvTwMltad Roanonae Action_(ERA). An authorized action at a hazardous 

waste site which involves short-term remedial action. Examples 

include removing hazardous materials from a site to an EPA approved, 

licensed hazardous waste facility; containing the waste safely on 

site; destroying or treating the waste on-site using incineration and 

other technologies, and/or other measures designed to mitigate 

further movement of contaminants. 

Ecology will procure a separate construction contractor to perform 

cleanup and construction related actions necessary to accomplish the 

ERA. Contractors procured through this solicitation will be used to 

prepare engineering plans and 1) specify materials and construction 

methods. 2) evaluate the qualifications of construction contractors. 

3) evaluate alternative expedited responses in Engineering Evalua­

tion/Cost Analysis (EE/CA) or equivalent document, and M inspect the 

cleanup. 

Wsenral Rasou^"} Assessment. An assessment of damages for 

injury, destruction, or loss of natural resources resulting from the 

release of hazardous substances. These assessments provide the basis 

for cost recovery actions to recover damages to said resources. 



Remedial Deatyn /Rm An engineering phase where technical drawings 

and specifications are developed for a subsequent remedial action. 

For NPL sites, the RD phase follows the "Record of Decision" phase 

where the cleanup alternative is selected. 

Remedial Action (RA). The actual construction or implementation of a 

response measure designed to mitigate the hazardous waste problem at 

a site. Response actions bay include those identified above for 

ERA'S, as well as alternative water supply systems. 

Ecology will procure a separate construction contractor to perform 

cleanup and construction related actions necessary to accomplish the 

remedial action. Contractors procured through this solicitation will 

be used to evaluate the qualifications of construction contractors 

and inspect the response action. 

Startup Assistance. Assist in the checkout and startup of the 

remedial (treatment) system. 

Community Relations Assistance. Assess community needs and concerns 

and develop a community relations plan to respond to chose identi­

fied; assist in preparing information, graphics, fact sheets, and 

press releases; assist in organizing public workshops or community 

meetings'; participate in presentations to the public, governmental 

officials, and the media; and establish and maintain repositories. 

jT 



Additional Service* 

The contractor nay be requested to provide related technical and 

administration support. This support may include review of technical 

reports, plans, and proposals submitted to Ecology by other agencies 

or parties regarding hazardous waste site investigation and cleanup; 

technical or administrative policy and procedures development assis­

tance; acquisition of contract laboratory services; research on 

technical Issues; and oversight of remedial actions performed by 

responsible parties or other entities. 

The Contractor may also be requested to provide enforcement support, 

such as documentation of facts and information about a site, and 

provldfng. expert testimony during enforcement proceedings. 

Type of Contracr 

Ecology anticipates awarding "level of effort" or Indefinite delivery 
type contracts. Three or more firms will be selected to respond to 

work assignments over a one-year period. Delivery or performance 

will be required only as authorized by work assignments Issued by 

Ecology. 

Ecology will reserve the right to renew the contracts, in Its sole 

discretion, for up to three l-year periods. Ecology will agree to 

negotiate direct costs, overheads, and fees prior to contract renew-
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Ecology will Issue work assignments to Its successful contractors as 

needed. Ecology will develop criteria to determine which prime 

contractors will receive particular work assignments. Factors that 

may be considered Include conflict of Interest; the quality of 

performance on other work assignments; the availability of key 

personnel; funding availably for a particular work assignment; and 
special expertise. 

Preparation of Unrir p]rjn 

A project will be Initiated by the Issuance of a work assignment to 

the prime contractors by Ecology. These work assignments will 

contain a statement of work to be performed. Ecology's estimate of 

costs to perform the work, a performance schedule, and the name of 

the Ecology project manager. When a work assignment Is received, the 

prime contractor ha. ten (10) calendar days or a mutually agreed-upon 

time schedule to prepare a work plan. This work plan should Include: 

o Scope of work arranged In logical work tasks including all 

subcontractors to be used by the prime contractor and Identifi­

cation of their project roles. 

o A detailed project budget for each major task (Including work 

plan preparation) and subtask to Include estimates of: 

7 
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Direct labor (hours per person, rate, and classification). 

Detailed travel expenses. 

Detailed materials expenses. 

Special testing (unit costs or hourly rates). 

•* 

Equipment expenses (rental, hourly, and mileage rates). 

Subcontractors (each subcontractor budget must also be as 

detailed as above). 

o Detail list of work products (deliverable s . 

o A time-phased project schedule listing major tasks, target 

dates, and delivery of work products. 
^ . w 
/ V 

o A plan for meeting work assignment MBE and WBE requirements. 

o A statement regarding conflict of interest in performance of 

work by the contractor and proposed subcontractors. 

Review and Apprqvai Qf \jnry pnflrti 

Ecology will review work scope, schedule, staff assignments, and the 

budget and upon Its own discretion may ask the prime contractor to 
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revise portions or all of the work plan to its satisfaction. If 
agreement cannot be reached, the work plan may be rejected and 
another prime contractor assigned to the project. 

Each work plan will be considered a part of the contract once signed 
by the authorized representatives of Ecology and the prime 
contractor. 

-* 

list of Svfrsgntractors (on te«tn or 

Th. selected prim. contractor, win be required to ..son. ro.pon.l-

blllty for all services offered In th. propel, Including services 

provided by subcontractor,. Further, Ecology will con.lder eh. prime 

contractor, to be the ,ol. point of contact with regard to contrac­
tual natter,. Including payment of any and all charge, resulting from 

the contract. If any part of eh. work la to be .ubconeraceed to 
firm, other than those Identified a. team member, In th. proposal, 

th. prim, contractor, shall provide a complete description of the 
work to be subcontracted and descriptive Information about the 

subcontractor,' organization, and capabilities. Unless otherwise 

authorized by Ecology, a competitive selection process shall be used 

for selection of such subcontractors. Ecology reserves the right to 

approve or disapprove th. use of any subcontractors, whether or not 

Identified In eh. proposal. The prim, contractor Is totally respon­

sible for adherence by th. subcontractor, to all provisions of th. 
contract. 

9 



Cgrtlfkfltfon of HnrowB 

th. prim. contr.ctor. ,h.u .gr„. „ <uppoct £cology.t oLnorUy 

women's business ,nterprU. con„.ce procMtMene progrM <njuring che 

participation o£ minority bu,lt).„ .ncerprls,. (mEj) ̂  

business enterprises <WBEs> .nd ln concr.ct. 
pursuant to Chapter 39 19 nru <* , P 39.19 ROW. Currently, Ecology goal, for MBE and 
WBE participation are 10.0 percent an<4 a n percent and 6.0 percent, respectively 
Through th. dur.tion of this contr.ct for rh. porforuonc. of remedial 

activities or hat.rdou, sub.t.nc. f.clUtu,. Ecology eo 

achlovo It, g„.l, by ,.ttlng KJE ,nd WE ,,ttttclp.elon M<Iulr,Mncs 

In soch work assignment Work ...t_ 
-S nt. Work assignments uy hsv. p.rcontogo. for 

-BE and W,E invoiv.ment which v.ry fro. th. p.rc.nt.go, Identified 

above. depending upon f.ctor. euch .. ch.nges i„ requirement. est.b-

Ushed by th. st.t. Office of Minority .nd Busln,„ ̂  

EcoXogy he. .thieved It. over.il go.i. t„ prevlou3 concr.cc, ^ 

«y be work assignment, l,.u.d where no MBE or WEE p.rticlp.tion is 
required. On the other hend. . subst.ntl.l HBE or WBE involvement 

•ay be required In son. assignments. E.ch worlt pUn ,houU cUarly 

Identify how th. MBE .nd WBE r.,uir..ent, for e.ch work .s.ig^.nc 
•ill be ..t or should provide justlfic.tlon if the requirements 

cannot be fully .chi.v.d, c.rtlflc.tlon „y th> ̂  of£u> #f 

Minority .„d Women-. Business Enterprise. 1. required to p.rtlclp.t. 

a* * "ln°rlCy " W°"n,> Record, supporting th. 

parc.nt.ge. of MBE .nd WBE p.rtlclp.tlon sh.ll be m.lnt.lned by th. 

Prim, contractors .nd m.d./ev.U.bl. t. Ecology or duly .uthorlred 



representative upon request. Each payment request submitted by the 

prime contractors to Ecology will need to identify clearly amounts 

payable to.minority- and women-owned businesses. 

Managing Conflict of 

Ecology reserves the right to procure additional consulting services 

and issue work assignments to prime contractors other than the 

successful proposers under this contract in the event that an unre-

solvable conflict of interest exists and cannot be avoided. Such 

conflicts may include status as a potential responsible party, 

present or proposed contractual arrangements with a potentially 

responsible party to be studied, present or proposed contractual 

agreements with a firm that manufactures or sells any substance or 

item to be studied, present or proposed manufacturer or sale of any 

substance or item In competition with a substance or item to be 

studied under this proposed contact. 

Before a work assignment is issued, each prime contractor shall 

identify any potential conflict of interest in its performance of the 

proposed project. If Ecology determines that any prime contractor 

has an unresolvable conflict, Ecology will select another prime 

contractor to receive the work assignment. If no unresolvable 

conflicts exist, Ecology may issue the work assignment. 

Each prime contractor shall assure Ecology in writing that no subcon­

tractors proposed in its work plan have a potential conflict of 
// 



lntere,t. le I, eh. prime contractor'. obligation to provide a 
project tea, tn re.pona. to each work ae.lgnment that 1. qualified 
end free fro. potencul conftUt .[th.r „y ̂  

tractor, on It. propo.ed team or by .cqulrlng n.c„.aty 
outside the project team. 

Rgytllftn of tfork Asflignments/tforit Plnn^ 

Chan,.. ,.y b. made ln .p.clflc uork „.lgna.ne, thcough  ̂
work assignment amendments. Such work ...Ignm.nt amendment. ,ln 

specify the reason for th. change .„d, .. appr0prl.t., lnelud, >ny 

modified budget,, achedul... .cope of „.rk, or other change.. Such 

"ended work assignment. will become part of the contract upon 

•lining of Ecology, representative. .„d the prim, contractor', 
authorized negotiator. 

Change. l„ work assignment, will not be allowed when .uch change, 

would be attributable to contractor error or delay,. 

Total percent profit and overhead allowed In any additional cost, due 

to project assignment change, wilt not exceed th. percent profit end 

overhead Identified and allowed In th. orlglnel work ...Ignment, 

Reporting Raqu<fftniflnTitf 

The following report. ,h.U be prepared by e.ch prim, contractor and 
submitted to Ecology for approval: 

/-t 



o Monthly progress reports. 

o Draft and final preliminary site investigation work plans (as 
applicable by work assignment). 

o Draft and final remedial investigation work plans and draft and 

final remedial investigation reports (as applicable by work 
assignment). 

4 

o Remedial investigation technical groUnd water 

sampling, surface water sampling, soil/sediment sampling, air 

quality sampling, and site hazards assessment (as applicable by 

work assignment). The technical memorandums shall summarize the 

data and collection techniques and include an evaluation of the 
data. 

When field work is conducted as part of a work assignment, daily 

field logs and photographs shall be maintained with copies 

attached to the corresponding monthly progress reports. 

Draft and final feasibility study (FS) work plans and draft and 

final FS reports (as applicable by work assignment). 

Construction plans and specifications, weekly construction 

reports, and other deliverables (as applicable by work 

assignment). 

/3 



Igratnacign ofL Contract-/Work AB,<npm 

Cnc.Xl.tion of contr.ct or work ...tgnm.nt by ecology «.y b. for 

<•> default by prime contractor or (b) l.ck of furth.r n..d for th. 

aervlc. or commodity .t th. loc.tlon ™.d eh. contr.ct or work 

...lgnmont. D.,.„lc u d.fln.d .. th. f.Uur, of . prlm. contractor 

to fulfill th. obligation, of hi. propo..!, contr.ct, or work ...ign, 

»nt. I„ th. .v.nt Ecology no iong.r n..d. th. ..rvlc. .p.clfl.d tn 

th. contract or work ...lgnm.nt for any ra.aon Including program 

ch.ng.., chang.. i„ Uws, mlll „ reguUtlonI> r„loc.clon ̂  

Offlc. or lack of funding. Ecology c.n .l.o cnc.l th. contr.ct or 

ork ...lgnmant, ih. t.rm. and condition, und.r which a contract or 
work ...lgnmant c.n b. t.rmln.t.d will b, .p.clfl.d In gr..t.r d.t.11 
in the contract itself. 

EfiYTIient PrOCgHnj-ag 

yment schedules for any contracts and subsequent work assignments 

entered into as the result of this RFP will be mutually agreed upon 
by Ecology and the prime contractors. 

SfiOlpgy's Cont-^j-fng pBr<nny 

Ecology reserves the option to contract for consultant and other 

services at uncontrolled hazardous substance facilities outside of 

the contract(s) to be established following this proposal solicits-

In such cases. Ecology can request proposals from firms 



considered te be pr.,..lifted for p.rforn.nc. of r.nedi.l activities. 

«n r.,ue.t prop.,.!. fro. .11 Interested fin... or c.n us. other 
procurement methods consistent with state law. 

II. INSTRUCTIONS FOR PREPARATION OP PROPOSALS 

CENERAT. TWff71MtrTTfhNr. 

E.ch proposer*, submittal ,h.U b. In the foot outlined In this 

section. There should be no unnec.ss.ry .tt.chn.nts, enclosures, or 

exhibits. E.ch section of the propos.l ,h.ll b. cl..rly ldantlfled 

Xlth spproprlste he.dlngs. The entlr. propos.l sh.ll not .steed 100 
pages. exclusive of resunes. fgllur. to folio,., tb... )lM 

BAY causa dlaauaHf«mt..n 

^  ' '• i f  •  s  .  "  _ _  •  « .  i - . f  •  z^r\JL. - . . 

.  . 1  -  „  „  f ' 
frOPOSfll Prepare 

Th. proposal ,h.U b. ..t up In t.o distinct p.rts, . t.chnlc.l 

proposal .nd . cost propos.l. The t.chnlc.l propos.l sh.ll Include 

sections addressing business organisation, asn.g.n.nt pl.n, 

•xp.rl.nc. .nd c.p.bUtct.s, and personnel. A det.U.d description 

of propos.l requlrenents 1. found In . l.t.r section titled 

"T.chnlc.l Propos.l,. Th. cost proposal sh.ll b. subnltt.d In . 

...lod anv.lop. entirely s.p.r.t. fro. th. t.chnlc.l propos.l .nd 

Includ. k.y Individual,* s.l.ry costs, flrmvld. s.l.ry ,v.r.g.s for 

eh. various labor cl.s.lflc.tlon., ov.rhe.ds, ,„d propos.d fee 



(profit). This cost information will be used only in negotiations 

with the selected team or teams and will not be used as a part of the 

evaluation. Unopened cost proposals will be returned to the unsuc­

cessful proposers to verify that cost was not used in the evaluation 
and selection. 

Prenropoafil Conferer^g 

lb 
A preproposal meeting will be held f at in 

the 
' — —— — This 

meeting will allow proposers the opportunity to seek clarification 

and additional information before submitting their proposal to the 

Department. Because of space limitations. Ecology requests that each 

proposer send no more than three to five representatives to the ^ ^ 

preproposal meeting. Ecology also requests that proposers submit * < S <. 

their questions in writing to Ecology in advance, so that they are 

received by Ecology no later than \ 

To ensure that all parties receive the same substantive information, 

only questions relating to the processing of proposals will be 

answered by Ecology after release of the RFP, except at the pre­

proposal meeting. All proposers must attend the meeMny 

Tine Throygh Which Proposals are Valid 

Each proposer shall stipulate in writing that the proposal is valid 

for 120 days after receipt by Ecology. 



Addrimta 

Si* copies of the proposal shall be submitted to Ecology Headquar-

ters, Woodland Square, no later than 5:00 p.m., ( 

. Proposals will be time stamped upon arrival at Ecology. For hand 

or courier deliveries, the street address Is 4415 Woodvlew Dr. SE, 
Lacey, 98503. The mailing address Is: 

State of Washington 

Department of Ecology 

Hazardous Waste Cleanup Program 

Attention: Janice Svanberg 

MS: PV-n 

Olympla, WA 98504 

Late Propyl, 

Proposals received after the deadline will n2JL be accepted. 

Oral Prasentaflflng 

Finalists will be scheduled for a 45-mlnute presentation. The time 

for the presentation will be allotted as follows: 

5 minutes Introductions 

/7 



20 alnutas Proper', cholc. of pro.onc.tlon content 

20 minute a Question. and answer. concerning tha proposal 

Vpon , pr.arr.ngad raquast, Ecology win pr,vid, ,n oy.rh<<i(I 
projactor and c.ro«..l ,1W. projector with for tha Inr.rvla. 

Recause of th. Uporr.nc. », th. t„cervle„ end th. tl,. con4tr.l(lt, 
of th. ..taction procaaa. th. following r.atrlctlon. will apply to 
th® Interview: 

o Th. proposer'. l„t.rvl.v taa, ,h.uld b. United to thra. to flv. 

people. Candldat. proj.ct managers who will d..l with Ecology 

on a day-to-day ba.l, should t.k. . l..d rol. 1„ th. praaanta-
clon. 

o All mamh.rs of th. Int.rvl.w taan should partlclp.t. In th. or, 
presentation. 

• All members of th. Int.rvl.w teen should h. key p.r,o„„.i 
available for work on the contract. 

Economy of Prep«rn|,an 

S«ch proposal ahould b. pr.p.r.d .Imply .nd aconoBlc.lly, providing 

straightforward, c.ncla. daacrlptlon of th. propo.ar'a ability to 

«.t th. requirements of tha^RFP. F.ncy blndlng!> color,d dUpUys 



. .nd promotlon.1 ..oti.1 vlll r.c.iv. no ov.lu.tton credit. Emphe.u 
should b. on completenc .nd clarity of content. 

fubllC Pllirlgmirr Of Information roni-plned In tr.ni||| 

Fropos.ls received eh.ll r.n.ln confldentl.l until th. contr.cts. If 
any. resulting fro. this RfP .re signed by th. Ecology director or 
designee .nd the .pp.r.nt successful proposers. th.Ve.fter, .11 

propos.ls submitted In response to thl, request shell be deemed 
public record .s defined In ECU 42.17.250 to .340. In th. event th.t 
S proposer desires to =1.1. portion, of It, propos.l .. „.^e fro. 

disclosure under th. provisions of ROW 42.17.230 to .340, It 1, 

Incumbent upon th. proposer to Identify those portion. In th. tr.ns-

mltt.l letter, the tr.nsmltt.l letter must Identify th. peg. .„d 

p.rtlcul.r exceptions) from disclosure upon vhich It 1. ..king It, 

clelm. E.ch page cl.lmed to be exempt from disclosure must cle.rly 
he Identified by the word -confldentl.l" prlnt.d on th. lover 
right-hand comer of the page. 

Ecology vlll consider . proposer's request!.) for exemption from 

disclosure; hovever. Ecology vlll „.k. . decision predicted upon 

.ppllc.ble levs. An .sserclon by . proposer th.t the entire propos.l 
la axempt from disclosure will not be honored. 

n 



Incurring Cngt|| 

Ecology will not be liable for any costa associated with the prepara­

tion and presentation of a proposal submitted In response to this 
RFP. 

Clarification or Rrvlsion of TeaiM/Team Assienm«nE„/P.,-lTmnr1 

Asslpvnpnf n 
* 

The Statement of Qualifications submitted by the consultant team 

finalists Identified proposed team firms, potential project roles, 

key personnel, and, In some cases, personnel assignments. Addition 

or deletion of subcontracted team members, revision of proposed 

roles, or changes In personnel assignments In the proposal will be 

reviewed by Ecology to determine whether the team Is more or less 

qualified to perform the remedial activities at uncontrolled hazard-

ous waste sites, and will be scored accordingly. Ecology will not 

approve a change of prime contractor role. 

Changes jn RFP 

Change, made In tha RFP as a result of responses made to questions or 

concerns raised at the preproposal meeting will be put In writing to 

each proposer no later than seven (7) working days prior to the 

deadline for proposal submission. Ecology will not respond to 

telephone inquiries or visitation, by proposers or their represen­

tatives. n 



Changes In 

Modification of propel. already received by Ecology nay be Md. u 

they ar. rac.lvad by Ecology prior Co tha achadul.d daadlln. for 
propoaal aub.la.lon. *11 edification, eat b. mad. t„ witln| ov„ 

the signature of the proposer. 

Format fteoutrflH 

Technical propoaal, ah.ll b. pr.p.r.d on at.ndard . l/2.f„ch by 
11-lnch papar and H.tc.d to 100 p.g.., „clu,lv. of r.sua„  ̂

and apraad ah.at, nay b, l.rg.r, standard brochura. ar. not to b. 
Included In th. propoaal. Th. propoaal .h.n b. org.nlt.d l„ th. 
•am. ordar that th. Information 1, r.qu.ac.d balou. 

lECHfllCAI. PROPOSES 

Th. technical propoaal ,h.n .ddr... the lnfot.«lon cone<lned ta ^ 

following paragraph.. Ecology raallra, that ech of thl. Information 

w« raquaatad at th .  SOQ .e.g . ;  but b.caua. of th .  po .alblllty of 

additional qualification, or ae.ff change, or coelt.enca. It I, 

raqueated that ao.e of th. aama typ. of Information b. Included In 
the proposal. 

ring the revlev of the Statement^ of Qualifications, it was 

apparent that some of the submittals did not include ell of the 

requested information. Proposes will not. *.•» - . 



n0t Provide 4U of th. 

~ r*,UWed Inf— «U be ̂  „d 

The technical n,. 
°rd" P"»n». r/h'U InClUd' th* f0U~ln« '"formation i„ th. 

- - :;;;iovh-"—- fouowin 
"*»«• .reds of ™ COntr'C"r « -ember: 

project role. .„d Jervicej to "• - —.f propoj<d 

"ncontroH.d hazardous "epondIng „ 

Che fln»: flnincU1 b>ck* *ClU""'- history „f 

l0"»- -no business *'«" 
heudflii^vi. ' * nffli • 

' Proposed staffs i.v.,. end 
">« "am., address .„u ff"UJ tess, and teUnk- rTT9®»u. 

*• Proposal ,h.u " * — - oont.ot 
— " - - Provlda, 'nClU<"d- * - organization 

A to involve . , 
voaen'a b , builn«" ent.ron 

* bu"n..s enterprises („BEa) „ PrU" (HBE'> «-
«P»«.0 In th„ section. Th. $ "" CU"'y 
<** nature .„d l,vel of ^ °" concr.ctor shall describe 

'UPP°rC ln «» Perfonsance r^Y" ̂  "" " "°Uld 
SU«*«*a Propos.ro ui„ „ 'CtIVUU' '« ̂o.ogy, 

eubcontracclng ,lt||" «« «f. 



their teams or with other certified firms outside the teams, as 

the work assignment requires. 

Management Plan A description of project considerations and 

problems perceived by the proposer in dealing with the manage­

ment of remedial activities shall be provided. This section 

shall include the proposer's approach to planning, organization, 

and management, including approaches to meeting scope objec­

tives, budgets, schedules, managing confidential information, 

and large quantities of information gathered in the performance 

of remedial activities at multiple projects. Communication 

methods within the proposer's management team and with Ecology 

shall be discussed. In addition, the proposer should identify 

the offices Or If lit* nfft i hie n f 'Wllsiil imnu) at which its 

team's managerial and technical personnel -vould be based in 

support of Ecology remedial activities projects. Each proposer 

shall provide a list of proposed key personnel^ rht 1 r imsuuiiL 

flfOi m , and their proposed office location during the 

contract period. - -Tn the enfant rhnt pnr^o"?! yqnlii nnt tin 

maintain proper project supervision and good communications 

while controlling the project budget (e.g., travel costs). 

Proposers shall also address their past experience at team 

efforts and specific areas of administrative, technical, and 

financial responsibility proposed for team members. 

proposer should explain its ability to 



^hnitlfj. The r,l,v.„r 
technical , «n»*—nt «p,rt. 

•xp.rt.nc.,. and c,p.Mlm„ 

rel.c.d Co CERCU d, 
defined „ith r RCRA sh»H be 

h respect to conducting all of rh 
«•• ..... A 

end capabilities ln the foil ussl°n of experience 
following areas should be noted: 

Regulatory Experience 

"res should provide description, of d y*. >1-1-. i , f ns of demonstrated experience^n^^ Project 
° Wlng environmental laws 

and regulations (listed in order of importance). 

0 2 EnVlr0n"entaI R~ Compensadon 
and Liability Act of loxn 

""nd'd "F th« S"P«fund 
Amendments and Rpp..t-k i ^authorization Act (42 u s c ,W1 ̂  
seq.), the Hazardous Wasrp r 

668 Act (Chapter 70.105A 
regulations issupH pursuant to those laws. 

including the National Conn 
Contingency Plan (*0 CFR ^Q) 

"Uv'nc EPA guidance documents. 

o The Resource Conservation end Recovery Act a, a a 
y net as amended 

y t ' H""do- «* Solid U.st. Amendment of 1,84 

(Chapter 70.105 RCU1 r. , . 
"Stations Issued pursuant 

C" th°" U" (4° Cn< 2S0-»" - Chapter 173.103 

»«>. and relevant EPA and Ecology gu,dance documents. 
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o Other applicable or relevant and appropriate federal 

and state laws and regulations Including the Washing­

ton Wacer Pollution Control Act (Chapter 90.48 RCW) 

and the Washington Clean Air Act (Chapter 70.94 RCW). 

Sclentiflc/Technical/Investlgative Knowledge 

Firms should provide descriptions of project experience 

which reflects knowledge and skills In the following 

sclentlflc/technical/lnvestlgatlve areas. A description of 

the elements involved with each project phase is provided 

below. However, the proposal should not address each phase 
to this level of detail. 

o Site Discovery. Preliminary Assessment, Site Inspec­

tion, HRS Scoring 

Review files; compile information on: a) past indus­

trial practices, b) past disposal practices, 

c) available hydrogeologic data, d) chemical data, 

a) land use data, and f) ground water and surface 

water use data, collect field samples, characterize 

site data, perform health assessments, and score site 

using HRS scoring model. 

o Remedial Investigation 



Develop vorkplan, wrlM h,.lch ^ ^ 

sampling pl.„, QA/QC plan. qUillty .s,ur.nc> 

Plan, describe current sltuetion ec site, ld.nttfy 

*«. saps. Develop data m.n.gem.nc pl.n end community 

relations pl.„. p.c£oni sU, lnv.,eU,tUn 

characterizing the sit. hydrogeology. surface ..t.r 
«oa. end air. I„,t.u .0„itorlng ^ ̂  

data collection points. Charect.rlz. extent of 

contamination in soil, ground meter, surface ..t.r, 

and air. Write draft end fm.1 remedial lnv.stlg.tion 
report. 

o Risk Assessment 

Quantitatively ^ ̂ #( ̂  

«U1 risk, to human health from exposure to hazardou. 

a-bstances. Qualitatively evaluate data and inform.. 

"on collected during the RI to. 1, .ss.sa current o. 

future impacts on public health. 2, develop health 

advisories and related health recordations, and J, 

identify studies or actions needed to evaluate and 
prevent human health effects. 

feasibility Study 

Develop vorkplan; characterize problems and identify 

general response ld.ntify preUminery 
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remedial technologies, including innovative and 

alternative technologies; develop a limited number of 

remedial action alternatives; screen those alterna­

tives; evaluate alternatives for technical, environ­

mental, public health, institutional, and cost 

factors; and vrite draft and final feasibility study 

report with final recommendations. 

• i l r  

Expedited Response Action 

Evaluate alternative expedited responses in an Engi­

neering Evaluation/Cost Analysis (EE/CA) or equivalent 

document. This involves evaluating technical feasi­

bility, public health Impact, environmental Impact, 

and cost and administrative feasibility. Inspect and 

document expedited response action construction 

activities. 

Remedial Design 

Conduct site surveys, prepare detailed construction 

plans and technical specifications, conduct pilot and 

bench scale treatability studies, prepare construction 

cost estimate, perform value engineering, conduct 

construetlblllty/operabl11ty reviews of design, 

prepare an initial O&M plan and assist in obtaining 

permits. ,7 



o Natural Resources Damages Assessment 

Develop workplan. Provide an assessment of damages 

for injury, destruction, or loss of natural resources, 

resulting from the release of hazardous substances. 

o Remedial Action 

<* 
Assist with construction bidding and contract award. 

Conduct on-site inspection services including shop 

drawing review, materials testing, review and certifi­

cation of payment requests, change order negotiation 

and management, and claims evaluation. Prepare 

operation and maintenance rr muals and assist with 

facility startup. 

Community Relations Experience/Capabilities 

Firms should identify their experience with community 

relations at hazardous waste sites and other relevant 

projects. 

Contractor/Subcontractor, Joint Venture, or Team Organiza­

tion Structure Management 

The proposal should cite management experience and success 

on past projects utilizing the proposed organization 



structure. Specific areas of responsibility associated 

with the organization structure should be discussed. 

Projects on which firms represented in the proposed organ­

ization structure have worked together should be noted. 

Health and Safety Program 

Firms should provide descriptions of their' health and 

safety program which reflect^ knowledge of OSHA/SARA, 

December 19, 1986, interim final rules and describe^ how 

these standards are being implemented. Discussion should 

also include safety and technical training of site workers 

for site investigative activities with regards to Chapter 

296-155 WAC and Chapter 296-62 WAC. 
e  

Standard Operating Procedures 

Firms should describe their use and application of in-house 

standard operating procedures (e.g. Monitoring well instal­

lation, surveying, ground water sampling, etc.). 

Technical Report Production 

Firms should describe in-house quality control procedures 

that are associated with technical report production. 

Information Managerae_nt^ 



The Ecology Hazardous Waste Cleanup Program (HWCP) computer 

system consists of IBM-compatible micro-computers. The 

main data base management software in use is the SMART Data 

Manager (by Innovative Software). Within the next few 
I  .  

monthsHWCP intends to implement a micro-computer Local 

Area Network (LAN). Data must be transmitted to Ecology 

using data formats and computer media approved by Ecology. 

Firms should describe their information management capabil­

ities for data collected during the course of remedial 

activities. Descriptions should identify systems and 

processes used to manage data, particularly Quality 

Assurance/Quality Control procedures, and data transmittal 

capabilities. 

Other Areas of Expertise (Optional) 

Firms should cite experience with respect to any areas 

which will aid Ecology in evaluating their hazardous waste 

response capabilities. 

The presentation of project experience in this section 

shall provide a clear description of the work involved. 

This shall include a concise statement of prime and subcon­

tractor roles and responsibilities on each of the listed 

projects. The prime contractor shall present no more than 

IS representative project descriptions. Emphasis should be 



placed on providing project descriptions with references 

that can be checked by Ecology. Each subcontractor^ shall 

be limited to no more than five representative project 

descriptions. All representative project descriptions 

provided shall include the month and year the project was 

completed, the location of the project, employing 

agency/firm, the name of a knowledgeable contact person, 

and a telephone number of the contact person. Ecology 

plans to contact these people to check past performance 

records. 

Personnel. Proposers shall provide a description of relevant 

expertise of proposed personnel (prime contractor and subcon­

tractors) who shall be available to perform remedial activities 

under contract with Ecology. Information shall include a 

description of personnel discipline and experience in the areas 

of remedial response activities listed in Item 3 above. Brief 

resumes of individuals proposed to be key participants under 

Ecology contract shall be included as an Appendix. 

COST PROPOSALS 

Appendix A contains cost proposal forms that must be included in the 

cost proposal. Each cost proposal is to be submitted in a separate. 

sealed envelope and will be used only as a basis for negotiation with 

the most technically qualified proposers. Appendix B contains a 



definition of labor classifications that must be used in preparing 
the cost proposal. 

Complete e.p.r.t. c0,c form, for Mi* firm proposed on the project 

team. Additional instructions are included in Appendix A. 

Ecology proposes, through contract negotiation, to establish fees 

that provide equitable compensation to all contractors and subcon­

tractors. Salary and general and administrative overhead rates for 

each firm will be reviewed and negotiated. For each work assignment 

Ecology will determine with the contractor an appropriate method for 

payment of costs and fee,. It is expected that a fixed fee approach 

will be used in most cases; however. Ecology may wish to use a time 

and materials or firm-fixed-price method in some work assignments. 

Proposers must be aware of. and agree to completely abide by. EPA's 

Procurement Under Assistance Agreement-* (40 CFR. Part 33). Among 

other requirements, these regulations address procurement rules and 

allowable costs, cost and price considerations, subcontracting 

requirements and restrictions, contract clauses, and contract review 

and approval procedures. 

Cost, associated with relocation of prime or subcontractor personnel 

are unallowable and shall not be paid by Ecology. 

Travel costs may be based upon actual costs Incurred or on a per diem 

or mileage basis in lieu of actual costs, or on a combination of the 



two, provided that th« method used does not result In an unreasonable 

charge. Ecology shall not, however, pay any prla. contractor or 

subcontractor personnel for lodging end subsistence charges which 

exceed the maxlmua dally rate allowed for state employees. Other 

Ecology policies regarding allowable and unallowable cost, may be 

found l„ Ecology, financial fiuldovm.. fa- , nnn1r.lr„, and In 

Appendix B of It, contract boilerplates. Ecology staff should be 
consulted for an explanation of these documents. 

For the purposes of preparing the cost proposal, the following 
definitions will apply: 

Street Haw 1flbor. The sua, of all gross sal.ry costs or hourly wag., 
paid personnel for the time they are productively engaged In direct 

work necessary to fulfill the terms of the agre ment between Ecology 

and the contractor. Direct labor does not Include any fringe bene-
fits. 

Salary Overhead. The legal and customary fringe benefits such as 
social security, vacation pay, slck pay, holiday pay. pension, 

medical and dental Insurance, workmen', compensation taxes, and other 

Insurance. Salary overhead shall be expressed as an approved p.rcen-
cage of direct raw labor costs 

Cenerql fln<1 Administrate QverNrqj. These are costs which are not 

easily distributed among individual projects, such as non-project 

payroll, rents, telephone, utilities and maintenance, employee 



training and education, office supplies and services, and insurance. 

General and administrative overhead will be expressed as an approved 

percentage of direct raw labor cost. 

Subcontractor Costs. The approved costs of services provided by all 

subcontractors to each prime contractor. 

Direct Expenses. Costs, exclusive of subcontractor co'sts, which are 
* 

directly involved in fulfilling the terms of the agreement between 

Ecology and each prime contractor. These costs may include such 

items as travel, telephone toil expenses, postage, word processing, 

and computer charges. 

III. EVALUATION OF PROPOSALS AND INTERVIEWS 

Each proposal will be reviewed and evaluated on the basis of the 

following criteria. The criteria are assigned different weights 

(expressed as percentages) as indicated in parentheses to reflect 

their relative importance. 

1. Adequacy and expertise of project management and technical 

staff, as demonstrated by experience, education, and project 

role. (35) 

2. Proposer's approach to planning, organization, and management of > 

the program and subcontractors. Experience and capability of jy 



the firm working separately or In Joint ventures with projects 

of a similar nature. Past record of performance on contracts 

with respect to such factors as budget control, ability to meet 

schedules, quality of work. (25) 

3. The history of the firm, financial standing and capability, 

organizational framework, knowledge of and ability to comply 

with procurement standards, federal grant regulations, other 

applicable regulatory and technical requirements, established 

safety program, and unique qualifications. (20) 

4. Conciseness, quality, clarity, and thoroughness of the written 

proposal. Quality of the presentation at the interview. This 

includes professionalism, ability to c vnmunicate, and concise­

ness. (13) 

5. Commitment to meet Ecology's goals for involvement of minority 

(MBE) and women's (WBE) business enterprises. (7) 

Ecology reserves the right to reject any or all proposals and to 
*• •* 

award the contract to that firra^which, in Ecology's sole and absolute 

Judgment, will best serve the needs of the state. 

ir 



Appendix A 

COST PROPOSAL FORMS 
* 

(To be subraicced in labeled, 
separace, sealed envelopes.) 



Cost Proposal Pons - plr,t u M<mthj 

Firm Name 

Salaries 
Kev 

* S" APP*ndU • *"»<«•• •< 1-b.r c..,.mc,clons. 
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Salaries 

Firmwldy 

Classifi|?af^n 

P4 

P3 

P2 

PI 

T2 

T1 

Secretarial 

Total Number Employees 

^ Thl S—Class if icat; fnrj 

1987 

Average 

Raw Rate 

iS/hoyi^ 

2^ (these are subject to audit by fcol ^ ̂  
agencies) 

Define each component of overhead ,„d rhe bases ro which she, apply. 

firm shall also Specify when lb was last audited by the Defense 

Concrace Audit Agency (or other governmental ,g,ncy, .„d shall submit a 

copy of ch. last audit report of actual overhead rates as part of this 
cost proposal. 

Fee (Prnf t 

Define the percentage of profit requested and the element, of cost 

(e.g.. direct raw labor, indirect costs, and other direct costs. 

Including subcontractors) to which they apply. 



For the purpose of solicitation, all offerers are instructed to complete 

the attached Optional Form 60 to facilitate Ecology's understanding of the 

offerer's pricing structure. A sample OF 60 is also provided. 

All offerers shall complete these OF 60's based on the following sample 

information. This information is provided for calculation purposes only 

and does not in any way indicate the magnitude of this solicitation. 

* 

The prime contractor shall complete the sample OF 60 assuming the involve­

ment of any two of its proposed team subcontractors, using the following 
information: 

Prime 

Contractor Subcontract rJL Subcontractor B 



»% » • • I 
•» •" • 

• 

1. Direct: Material NA NA NA 

2. Material Overhead NA NA NA 

3. Direct Labor 

P4 100 hrs 50 hrs 50 hrs 
P3 200 hrs 100 hrs 100 hrs 
P2 250 *rs 125 hrs 125 hrs 
PI 450 hrs 225 hrs 225 hrs 
T1 400 hrs 200 hrs 200 hrs 
Sec 150 hrs 75 hrs 75 hrs 

4. Labor Overhead Provide Provide Provide 

5. Special Testing $15,000 $2,500 $2,500 

6. Travel $8,000 $2,000 $2,000 

7. Other Direct Costs $3,000 $1,000 $1,000 

Each subcontractor should complete an OF 60 assuming the same labor, 

testing, travel, and other direct costs as listed for Subcontractor A or B 
above. 

• 
vo 



Appendix B 

DEFINITION OF LABOR CLASSIFICATIONS 
* 



DEFINITION OF LABOR CLASSIFICATIONS 

The following definitions of the Lbor classified,™ .ppe.rlng below ere 
provided to eld in th. preparation of th. t.chnloal and co.t portion of 
your proposal. 

(a) Professional 
* 

(1) level 4--Plans, conducts, and supervises project of major 

significance, necessitating proven managerial skills and 

knowledge of hazardous waste sites. Must demonstrate 

ability to originate and apply new and/or unique methods 

and procedures. Generally operates with wide latitude for 

unreviewed action. 

—ElEifi: National Program Manager, Project 

Leader, Chief Engineer, or Scientist 

* formal Qualifications and Exr»r<•  

- Ph.D. degree or equivalent, with 10 years or more 

experience. 

• M.S. degree or equivalent, with 12 years or more 

experience. 



B.S. degree with 14 years or more experience. 

* Experience Factors: Technical experience In chemical 

vasce sice Investigations, or chemical cleanup actlvi-

ties, solid waste management, water pollution control, 

or other discipline directly related to the require­

ments of this contract. Minimum of 4 years experience 

in supervising multidisclplinary professional and 

general office management including budgetary require­

ments . 

Level 3--Under general supervision of National Program 

Manager, plans, conducts, and supervises assignments on a 

project-by-project basis. Estlma~?s and schedules work to 

meet completion dates. Directs assistance; reviews progress 

and evaluates results; makes changes in methods, design, or 

equipment where necessary. Responsible for safety and 

designing cost-effective approaches to define the extent of 

contamination at various waste sites in an accurate manner 

and to develop feasibility remedial options. 

Typical Title; Regional Team Leader, Project Engineer 

Normal Qualifications and^Experience: 

Ph.D. degree or equivalent, with 4 to 10 years of 

experience. 
*3 
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- M.S. degree or equivalent, with 6 to 12 years of 
experience. 

- B.S. degree with 8 to 14 years of experience. 

- Experience Farrnn: Technical experience in chemical 

waste site investigations or chemical cleanup activi-

ties, water pollution control, or t>ther disciplines 

directly related to the requirements of this contract. 

Minimum of 4 years or equivalent. Must have demon-

strated ability to manage group of interdisciplinary 
professionals. 

(3) Level 2--Under supervision of a nior or project leader. 

carries out assignments associate, with projects. Work 

assignments are varied and require some originality and 

ingenuity. Applies training of professional discipline to 

assigned projects and translates technical guidance and 

training received into usable data products and reports 

Evaluates data associated with various projects for use in. 

defining extent of contamination and for developing feasi­

bility studies for possible remedial action. Other duties 
as assigned. 

Typical, T j_r 1 e : Engineer, Scientist, Analyst 

- formal QuaUfleatfo_ns and Exnori.nr.. 



- M.S. degree or equivalent, with 2 to 6 years of 

experience In discipline. 

B.S. degree or equivalent, with 3 to 8 years of 

experience In discipline. 

- Experience fflmr: Minimum of 2 years In area directly 

related fcto contract requirements. 

Level 1.-Entry level for professional classification; works 

under supervision of team or project leader. Gathers and 

correlates basic data and performs routine tasks and other 

duties as assigned. Makes recommendations on work assign­

ments and on variables which affect field operations. 

Assist field operations as directed, including manual tasks 

of equipment setup and maintenance. Performs other duties 

as assigned. 

- lYPUfll TKlg: Junior Associate (biologist, ecologist. 

earth scientist, etc.) 

Kgmifll Qyallflcatlons and Experience 

- B.S. degree or equivalent with zero to 3 years of 

experience. 

Experience Factor: None 



Technic<an 

(1) Level 2--Performs nonroutine and complex tasks In addition 
to routine assignments. Works at the direction of the team 
or project leader. Gathers and correlates basic data and 
performs routine analyses. May also perform experiments or 
tests that may require nonstandard procedures and complex 
instrumentation. May construct components or Subassemblies 
or prototype models. May troubleshoot malfunctioning 
equipment and make simple repairs as authorized by team or 
project leader. 

Typical Title: Senior Technician 

flopHfrl Qualifications and Experience; 

2 to 6 years of experience or equivalent. 

Experience Factor: Related to scope of contract. 

(2) Level 1--Entry level; performs simple, routine tasks under 

supervision as established in chain-of-command procedures. 

Performs routine maintenance and may install, set up, or 

operate field equipment of moderate complexity. Provides a 

vide variety of support functions during field operations. 

* Typical TUlq: Junior Technician (field technician) 
ft 



Qualifications aprl 

Zero co 2 years of experience 

Experience N o n e  

<c) „.|t.ir,n|rlu|| 

* 

<1) toy conblnetlon of eddltlonel y.,r. of .>p.cl.nc. tn ̂  

proposed field of expertise pl„. full.clm. c„U((1,iv(1 

•tudy l„ the p.rcleul.r fUld totellng four <«> y..c. „m 
be an acceptable substitute for a B.S. degree. 

<2) * B S' <1"gre* Plui *ny ".bln.tlon of eddltlonel yeers of 

oxperl.nc. end greduete-level .tudy ln th„ propoMd fuu 

of expertise tot.lllng tvo (2) y..„ wU1 „ ,ce.ptibl, 
substitute for en M.S. degree. 

(3) A B.S. degree plus ,ny eo.bln.tlon of eddltlonel ye.rs of 

oxp.rl.nc. end gr.duet. level study m the proposed field 

•f oxp.rl.ne. totellng four (4) y.er, or . .ester, degree 

PlUJ 2 y"" °f elth,r •"-""one! experience or greduet.-level 
•tudy l„ the proposed field of expertise will be ,c„pt. 
able substitute for a Ph.D. degree. 

tf7 



«> ^uion.! y««. „f gr.du.t..level ttudy ln >n ,pproprute 

• «Ul b. considered „U1 to y..„ of ^ ̂ 
one-for-one basis. 

<5) For the technician categories earh 
8 rUa' ea<* Year of fuli.tlme 

college-uvel study uU1 cons 

"perlence. "" " P"Ct1"1 

• «8 • 



BEATTY Kmcek 
Drector 

STATE OF WASHINGTON 

department of ecolocv 
MHS,opn.,i . Ovmp*. Vtastag,on USSOM.-II . (JW) J}9<kW) 

October 16, 1987 

Ms. Kathryn Davidson 
tiM ̂  

1200 Sixth Avenue 
eattle, Washington 98101 

°®ar Kathy: 

For your information T i 

7' Pr°P0"lj « *» '• October £ 

information7 ~ " (J°6> "8"°" t, I can proof,. lWtloMl 

Sincerely, 

Jan Sa.nb.rg ' 
Contract Officer 

JS!hc Hazardous W.,t. Cl..nup Progra. 

Enclosure 


